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Moving On 
 
It is with sadness that I resign as the editor of the School Leadership Review.  It has been an 
enjoyable and rewarding experience.  The ability to showcase our finest researchers was an 
honor.  I will cherish my time as the editor and wish the best for the continued success of this 
outstanding journal made possible by many TCPEA members, especially our reviewers and my 
associate editor, Kerry Roberts, my assistant editors, Scott Bailey and Stacy Hendricks.  As I 
move on to a new Dean position, I am encouraged that our research also moves on and will 
shape the important work at universities and school districts. 
 
This issue finds research on universities’ tenure process and the internship experience; school 
districts’ shared leadership perceptions, teachers’ perceptions of self-efficacy and school climate, 
principals’ perceptions of self-efficacy and school accountability ratings guarding the safety of 
students and staff; and the summary of the TCPEA Outstanding Dissertation Award. 
 
Gary Miller and Wesley D. Hickey explore the tenue process at Texas universities.  They used a 
qualitative research design with participants of deans, department chairs, and faculty.  There was 
no significance difference between participants on teaching, scholarship, and service.  
Components of teaching were different with deans listing professional development the highest 
while department chairs saw course evaluations as an important component of teaching for the 
tenure process.  Similarities were found between participants on the research part of the tenure 
process.  There were some differences on the service part of the tenure process.  Department 
chairs saw department service as the most important while faculty perceived university service as 
the most important in the tenure process. 
 
Bob Nicks, Tilisa Thibodeaux, and Gary Martin studied 340 students’ perception of the 
internship experience for an online principal preparation program.  Their findings showed the 
types of internship experience desired by the interns as: 1) activities aligned with standards; 2) 
shadowing campus mentors and administrators; 3) case studies on teaching and learning 
methods; 4) leadership use of technology; 5) leading faculty professional development 
experiences, and 6) working with community members. 
 
Samantha L. Ward and Casey Graham-Brown discuss a shared leadership model from 13 
teachers’ perceptions on a career and technical education campus in Texas.  Their findings 
suggest that a collective accountability is important to the success of shared leadership.  The 
teachers also perceived that shared leadership positively impacted their job satisfaction. 
 
Paige Lacks and Scott B. Watson share research on school climate and 86 teachers’ perceptions 
of self-efficacy in two rural Virginia school campuses in one school district.  Their findings 
showed no significant correlation between teachers’ sense of self-efficacy and teachers’ beliefs 
about school climate.  They also found no significant correlation between collegial leadership 
and teacher self-efficacy.  Further, there was no significant correlation between teacher 
professionalism and teachers’ sense of self-efficacy.  Additionally, they found no significant 
correlation between academic press and teachers’ sense of self-efficacy.  The researchers found a 
positive significant correlation between community engagement and teachers’ sense of self-
efficacy. 
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Summer Pannell, Lisa White, and Juliann Sergi McBrayer studied principal self-efficacy and 
accountability ratings.  They found that self-assessment of principals decreased with lower 
school accountability ratings.  Principal evaluation scores were used from their certified staff. 
Principals in the highest rated performing schools received the highest scores from their certified 
staff.  They also found that principals in the lowest rated performing schools scored themselves 
higher than two performance levels from the certified staff. 
 
 
David Walker and Pauline M. Sampson describe “The Guardian Plan” as a way some rural 
school district leaders are dealing with the potential threat of active shooters on their campuses.  
They explore what needs to be considered when arming school employees to carry guns to 
provide safety for the students and employees. They further share the reasons why school district 
leaders might consider arming some of their employees to carry guns.  The training and 
implementation of the Guardian Plan is also described in this paper. 
 
Stephanie Johnson, the 2018 TCPEA Outstanding Dissertation Award recipient from Stephen F. 
Austin State University, focused her study on three Texas women superintendents who had 
grown up in poverty to tell their lived stories.  She examined their stories from the 
intersectionality of gender, feminist theory, and poverty.  Her narrative non-fiction described the 
lives of the three women superintendents and how their poverty impacted the decisions they 
made in their school districts and communities. 
 
Pauline M. Sampson, Ph.D.           
Editor              
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The Tenure Process: A Descriptive Study of Selected Texas Universities 
 
Gary Milleri 
University of Texas at Tyler 
 
Wesley D.  Hickey 
The University of Texas at Tyler 
 
 
Few things in the professional life of university faculty are more important than the tenure 
process. Achieving tenure provides the faculty member with the confidence that his or her 
position with the university will be secure for life. There are exceptions; criminal behavior and 
elimination of the program come to mind, but tenure allows the faculty member to research 
controversial areas without the potential for political repercussions that could jeopardize 
employment. According to the American Association of University Professors:  
The principal purpose of tenure is to safeguard academic freedom, which is necessary for 
all who teach and conduct research in higher education. When faculty members can lose 
their positions because of their speech or publications research findings, they cannot 
properly fulfill their core responsibilities to advance and transmit knowledge. (2018) 
 
The tenure process has three components: teaching, scholarship, and service. There are usually 
differences among universities as to the weighting of each area, but the old adage “publish or 
perish,” relates to the importance of scholarship in the formula (Wiley, Wallingford, Monllor-
Tormos, & Konyu-Fogel, 2016). In many cases, previous studies did not include educational 
administration programs when researching the perceived weight given to each area in 
determining tenure, most notably Boyer’s (1990) exploration sponsored by the Carnegie 
Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching. 
 
Politicians often criticize the tenure of teachers at all educational levels (Flaherty, 2017; Money, 
2015). There is the shared belief among these groups that tenure provides a level of security that 
should not exist. The argument is that high achievement should be the final arbiter in 
determining whether a teacher, or professor, keeps his or her job, and termination of the educator 
ensues if productivity declines (Kahlenberg, 2016). This assertion resonates with many, but there 
are various reasons that tenure exists within higher education. 
 
Tenure is an important step in academia that allows for protection in researching and 
disseminating data on politically unpopular subjects. Stergiou and Somarakis (2016) offer the 
following regarding their work on tenure:  
Professors and researchers are not ordinary workers but scholars, 
being subject to the judgment and criticisms of their peers through 
the peer-review process. They must be free to both pursue research 
for its own sake, even on unfashionable issues, and disseminate 
                                                          
i Gary Miller may be contacted at gmiller@uttyler.edu. 
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(including via teaching) the knowledge produced by their research. 
They must also be free to speak…. (p. 1) 
 
When academicians are able to expand conventional knowledge, even if it is uncomfortable to 
the public at-large, all benefit because the knowledge-base is expanded without concern for 
political and cultural pressures. Hearing information that of which one disagrees may be 
uncomfortable, but individuals grow with discomfort. Ideas that cannot be supported with 
evidence are ultimately eliminated, but those that have merit are given the opportunity to flourish 
(Hertzog, 2017). 
 
The purpose of this study was to determine current tenure guidelines, as well as thoughts on what 
should be included, among deans, department chairs, and faculty in universities who have 
member participants in the Texas Council of Professors of Educational Administration 
organization. This descriptive analysis looked at the perception of each group on the role of 
teaching, scholarship, and service, and clarified differences in expectations based upon university 
position. 
Components of the Tenure Process 
Teaching 
There is little doubt that teaching plays a critical role in an assistant professor’s professional life. 
Educational administration faculty, however, have a greater teaching demand placed on them 
than instructors in other disciplines because of the requirements set forth by the Texas Education 
Agency (TEA). Guided by the Texas Education Code, faculty must ensure the provisions found 
in Chapter 11 School Districts, Subchapter E, Superintendents and Principals (Texas Education 
Code, 2017a) and Chapter 149 Commissioner’s Rules Concerning Educator Standards, 
Subchapter BB, Administrator Standards (Texas Education Code, 2017b) be addressed within 
the program. 
 
Although heavily laden in addressing these TEA requirements, educational administration 
faculty must also balance other duties besides teaching. This means faculty, unlike instructors in 
alternative certification programs, must find time to write, research, and engage in service 
initiatives while ensuring that teaching is a clear priority. It is noteworthy to compare the 
perceptions the role that teaching assumes when comparing faculty and deans. For example, 
research in the field of health sciences found that 71 percent of faculty strongly agreed, or 
agreed, with statements that teaching effectiveness should be the most important component to 
getting tenured (Balogun, Sloan, & Germain, 2007). In contrast, those deans surveyed believed 
that teaching should be the most important criterion in tenure decisions only 54% of the time. 
This marked difference in perception can be an important factor when considering tenure-based 
decisions. 
 
Scholarship 
Although most individuals in higher education would argue that teaching is the most important 
role, scholarship may create the tipping point for tenure decisions. While the old adage "publish 
or perish" may not be completely accurate in academia, it is reasonable to assume that those who 
do not engage in the process of writing are unlikely to earn a favorable decision. When it comes 
to scholarship, the difficulty lies with the wide range of expectations and interpretations as to 
what counts as scholarly output. 
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Many talented assistant professors fail to gain tenure because of a lack of publications. The 
number of publications in varying types (i.e., first author, sole author, peer review) and quality 
(i.e., 5% acceptance rate, top tier journal, impact factor) are typically the hallmarks of scholarly 
productivity. Although, the process for determining the influence of any publication can still be 
somewhat nebulous, the number and quality of the articles is a starting point for consideration in 
granting faculty tenure.  
 
Scholarly activity is important because it provides the foundation for more effective teaching and 
service. The process of research, writing, and publication forces the assistant professor to be 
more involved with the work of others and to be more informed of contemporary theories. In 
turn, classroom students benefit from good scholarship, often through increased student 
discussion. 
 
Research has shown that students collaborating with professors have better grades and higher 
graduation rates. Young, Uy, and Bell (2017) at California State University, Stanislaus studied 
the affect teaching and scholarship had on scholarly achievement among university students 
participating in the university’s Student Engagement in Research, Scholarship, and Creative 
Activity Program. Students, under the tutelage of professors, assisted with everything from 
constructing institutional review board forms to determining where to submit manuscripts. These 
opportunities proved beneficial for everyone concerned, offering increased attention and 
favorable connections for the university. Scholarship, done well, positively affects other areas in 
the creation, discovery, advancement, and transformation of knowledge (Register & King, 2017). 
 
Service 
The concept of service entered the higher education lexicon at the start of the 20th century as 
resources increased for the creation of more universities. Greater access to higher education 
meant more students were going to be involved, and many of these individuals had practical 
educational needs extending beyond moral and intellectual development. Traditionalists did not 
approve of this increase in applied education, but it has continued as an avenue of academic 
practice because of its importance to connecting theory to practice (Boyer, 1990). 
 
This need to apply information led to the expectation that faculty use their knowledge to improve 
initiatives within the university as well as in the public at-large. Service should interplay between 
the professor’s other roles in teaching and research (Holland, 2016). Providing expertise to 
groups within one's field of study adds to the likelihood of success within these initiatives. A 
professor can often bring a nuanced understanding that is unavailable elsewhere in the 
community.  
 
The service component analyzed in the tenure process includes committee meetings at the 
university and community, consulting activities, and other involvement that allows the assistant 
professor to assist others. There are a number of activities considered to be service oriented, and 
an active professional in academia is likely to have a long list. Involvement in service activities 
is important, but often thought to be the least considered in subsequently determining tenure. 
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Methodology 
By definition, the term qualitative research is a naturalistic approach to studying human behavior 
from the informant’s perspective, typically collecting empirical data through participant 
observation and interviews. Qualitative researchers employ techniques associated with the 
gathering, analysis, interpretation, and presentation of narrative information designed to 
emphasize descriptive explanations rather than number analyses (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). 
However, qualitative research does not strictly operate in the absence of numbers (Bryman, 
2008), reporting data through statistical analyses also helps capture the totality of the human 
experience (McLeod, 2017). 
 
For the purposes of this study, a self-identified online survey, “Tenure Practices Survey,” was 
sent to three distinct groups within the university hierarchy including deans of accredited 
colleges, department chairs, and faculty, designed to derive a general conceptual theory about 
tenure practices within educational administration programs. Twenty-three institutions with 
membership in TCPEA participated in the study, including five deans, 11 department chairs, and 
23 faculty. This survey asked participants clarifying questions about specific requirements within 
their respective programs to summarize the general practices when evaluating faculty applying 
for tenure. 
 
Research Design 
A qualitative approach with predetermined questions guided the investigation. In an attempt to 
see things from deans, department chairs, and faculty points of view, the theoretical framework 
for the research design was “interpretivist” (Bryman, 2008, p.16) in nature, gathering participant 
responses through elicitation of personal experiences and perceptions. The information collected 
from the investigation appeared principally in narrative form derived from survey question 
responses. 
 
An inductive strategy allowed for the generation of theory based upon the findings of the 
research. This method offers the opportunity to draw generalizable inferences out of observations 
reasoning from the particular to the general (Bryman, 2008, p.11). Strauss and Corbin (1998) 
argued that when systematically analyzed, this process eventually results in a theory confirming 
the collected observations and findings. Seen as a developmental process and dependent on the 
collection of continuous data, researchers are better able to measure the affects of a study (Letts, 
Wilkins, Law, Stewart, Bosch, & Westmorland, 2007). Charmaz (2004) concluded that this 
methodology allows for a more interpretive research approach focusing on social and subjective 
ambiguities, thus resulting in a deeper understanding of the phenomenon. 
 
Data Collection 
Qualtrics, an online survey software package, facilitated the creation, sending, and analysis of 
the online questionnaire, “Tenure Practices Survey.” Participants included post secondary 
academic deans, department chairs, and faculty within educational leadership programs affiliated 
with the Texas Council of Professors of Educational Administration (TCPEA). Participants 
addressed an online survey in accordance with their position. This purposive sampling technique 
was a non-probability form of selection and therefore those agreeing to participate were not a 
random sample. 
11
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Upon identifying suitable candidates, recruitment emails followed explaining the scope of the 
study and determining level of interest. Included in the recruitment email was a hyperlink to the 
appropriate online survey. For those willing to participate, clicking on the hyperlink confirmed 
informed consent. 
 
The purpose of the online survey was three-fold: (1) collect demographic data, (2) learn basic 
personal beliefs and institutional practices on awarding tenure, and (3) obtain contact 
information for those requesting the survey results. A fill-in-the blank formatted question 
provided the demographic data. For statements regarding tenure practices, respondents indicated 
his or her level of agreement giving a 5-point Likert scale. This closed question format ranged 
from “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree.” A middle position of “neutral,” indicating 
impartiality, was also included among the response choices. Follow-up questions requiring a 
written response used text boxes. Accessibility of the online survey for completion occurred over 
a designated two-week period. 
 
Data Analysis 
Teaching 
A one-way between groups ANOVA was conducted to compare the difference among deans, 
department chairs, and faculty regarding the determination of the weighted value that teaching 
possesses when granting tenure to tenure-track faculty members. There was not a significant 
difference among deans, department chairs, and faculty on the weighted value of teaching at the 
p<.05 level for the condition [F(2, 36) = 0.0533, p = 0.9482]. Finding no significant difference 
among the groups eliminated the need for a post hoc comparison test (e.g., Tukey HSD). An 
assumption of a one-way ANOVA is equal variances across sample populations; Bartlett’s Test 
for equal variances was conducted to test for non-normal distributions and found no significant 
differences at the p<.05 level among the groups [p = 0.1358].  
 
Scholarship 
A one-way between groups ANOVA was conducted to compare the difference among deans, 
department chairs, and faculty on determining the weighted value that academic scholarship has 
when granting tenure to tenure-track faculty members. There was not a significant difference 
among deans, department chairs, and faculty on the weighted value of scholarship at the p<.05 
level for the condition [F(2, 36) = 0.0200, p = 0.9802]. Finding no significant difference among 
the groups eliminated the need for a post hoc comparison test (e.g., Tukey HSD). An assumption 
of a one-way ANOVA is equal variances across sample populations; Bartlett’s Test for equal 
variances was conducted to test for non-normal distributions and found no significant differences 
at the p<.05 level among the groups [p = 0.1874]. 
 
Service 
A one-way between groups ANOVA was conducted to compare the difference among deans, 
department chairs, and faculty on determining the weighted value that professional service has 
when granting tenure to tenure-track faculty members. There was not a significant difference 
among deans, department chairs, and faculty on the weighted value of service at the p<.05 level 
for the condition [F(2, 36) = 0.1634, p = 0.8499]. Finding no significant difference among the 
groups eliminated the need for a post hoc comparison test (e.g., Tukey HSD). An assumption of 
12
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a one-way ANOVA is equal variances across sample populations; Bartlett’s Test for equal 
variances was conducted to test for non-normal distributions and found no significant differences 
at the p<.05 level among the groups [p = 0.1574]. 
 
Weighed Value Means of Teaching, Scholarship, and Service 
When comparing the weighted value means from the deans, department chairs, and faculty to the 
percentage each area (teaching, scholarship, and service) contributes in the tenure process 
(weighted values), the data found all three groups identified that teaching as the highest weighted 
value in determining tenure followed by scholarship and service. 
 
Table 1. 
Comparison of weighted value means among teaching, scholarship, and service on a scale of 0 to 
100. 
Group Teaching: 
Mean 
Scholarship: 
Mean 
Service: 
Mean 
Deans 40.40 39.02 20.40 
Department Chairs 43.27 38.36 18.36 
Faculty 42.61 39.57 17.83 
 
Teaching: Ranking Criteria in Order of Importance for Tenure. This study found some 
differences among deans, department chairs, and faculty concerning the importance of particular 
criteria in evaluating teaching. Student evaluations were an important factor for each group, but 
deans listed professional development high, as well. Department chairs valued course 
evaluations from both supervisors and peers, and faculty perceived the use of data in driving 
course change as a top consideration. Table 2 provides a detailed look at the results.  
 
Table 2. 
By group the number of participants ranking the teaching criteria in order of importance when 
granting tenure on a scale of 1-5 with 1 being most important. 
Deans 
Criteria Ranking in Order of Importance 
#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 
 
Student evaluations of courses 2 1 1 0 1 
 
Peer (other faculty) evaluations of courses 1 0 1 2 1 
 
Supervisor evaluation of courses 0 2 1 1 1 
 
Professional development in teaching 2 0 1 1 1 
 
Use of data to drive course changes 0 2 1 1 1 
 
Other criteria: 
 Course and curriculum 
development 
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Department Chairs 
Criteria Ranking in Order of Importance 
#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 
 
Student evaluations of courses 4 0 0 1 6 
 
Peer (other faculty) evaluations of courses 0 6 3 2 0 
 
Supervisor evaluation of courses 3 3 2 1 2 
 
Professional development in teaching 2 1 3 3 2 
 
Use of data to drive course changes 2 1 3 4 1 
 
Other criteria: 
 Independent studies 
 Annual teaching reflections 
 Doing a presentation on improving 
pedagogy at a formal venue 
 Presenting at a regional or national 
conference on teaching 
Other criteria (continued): 
 Co-presenting with students at a 
regional or national conference 
 Development of new courses 
 Use of high impact practices; 
innovative teaching practices 
Faculty 
Criteria Ranking in Order of Importance 
#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 
 
Student evaluations of courses 15 1 0 0 6 
 
Peer (other faculty) evaluations of courses 1 9 3 5 4 
 
Supervisor evaluation of courses 0 5 10 4 3 
 
Professional development in teaching 0 3 6 9 4 
 
Use of data to drive course changes 6 4 3 4 5 
 
Other criteria: 
 In-depth self-reflection on teaching 
 Time spent on course revisions and 
design 
 Self-report of accomplishments 
 
Other criteria (continued): 
 Course development of new 
materials 
 Complaints 
 Promptness of response to students 
with feedback 
 
 
Scholarship: Ranking Criteria in Order of Importance for Tenure. The results regarding 
criteria considered for scholarship indicated that each group noted that the number of 
manuscripts prepared and submitted to be important. Chairs valued grants as a second top 
criterion, and faculty indicated that they perceived several areas as an important runner-up to 
manuscript number. Table 3 shows the details of each group concerning scholarship 
considerations. 
 
14
School Leadership Review, Vol. 13 [2018], Iss. 1, Art. 1
https://scholarworks.sfasu.edu/slr/vol13/iss1/1
14 
 
Table 3. 
By group the number of participants ranking the scholarship criteria in order of importance when 
granting tenure on a scale of 1-5 with 1 being the most important. 
Deans 
Criteria 
 
Ranking in Order of Importance 
#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8 
 
Number of Manuscripts 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 
 
Impact factor of publications or journals 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 1 
 
Acceptance rate of journal 0 1 2 0 0 0 1 1 
 
First versus co-author status 0 0 1 0 0 3 1 0 
 
Multidisciplinary research endeavors 1 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 
 
Student research publications 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 
 
Grant submissions 0 1 1 2 0 1 0 0 
 
Grant acceptance 0 1 0 0 3 0 1 0 
 
Other criteria: 
 Published software programs 
 Video and/or television productions 
Other criteria (continued): 
 Books and book chapters 
Department Chairs 
Criteria Ranking in Order of Importance 
#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8 
 
Number of Manuscripts 4 0 0 0 1 0 0 6 
 
Impact factor of publications or journals 1 2 1 4 0 0 2 1 
 
Acceptance rate of journal 0 1 4 0 3 2 1 0 
 
First versus co-author status 0 0 2 3 0 4 2 0 
 
Multidisciplinary research endeavors 2 2 0 1 3 2 0 1 
 
Student research publications 0 3 2 1 1 0 4 1 
 
Grant submissions 1 3 2 1 2 1 0 1 
 
Grant acceptance 3 0 0 1 1 2 2 2 
 
Other criteria: 
 Presentations at international, 
national, state and local conferences 
 Service in national organizations 
 State certifications beyond what is 
required 
Other criteria (continued): 
 Contributing questions for state 
exams 
 Awards 
 Writing accreditation proposals for 
national accreditation 
Faculty 
Criteria Ranking in Order of Importance 
#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8 
 
Number of Manuscripts 13 3 0 0 0 1 0 5 
 
Impact factor of publications or journals 2 6 2 4 3 3 2 0 
 
Acceptance rate of journal 2 0 9 3 3 1 2 2 
 
First versus co-author status 1 2 2 8 3 2 4 0 
 
Multidisciplinary research endeavors 0 2 5 2 5 1 3 4 
 
Student research publications 0 1 2 3 5 6 1 4 
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Grant submissions 2 2 2 2 2 2 9 1 
 
Grant acceptance 2 6 0 0 1 6 1 6 
 
Other criteria: 
 Single author 
 National and international 
conference presentations 
 Research projects 
Other criteria (continued): 
 Quality of the actual publication 
 Peer reviewed presentations 
 
Service: Ranking Criteria in Order of Importance for Tenure. Service showed some 
differentiation among groups. Deans reported a hierarchy of service committees going from 
university to college to departmental, in that order. Chairs felt that departmental service as the 
most important, and faculty perceived university committees to be the top criterion. Table 4 
provides a detailed look at the results for service.  
 
Table 4. By group the number of participants ranking the service criteria in order of importance 
when granting tenure on a scale of 1-5 with 1 being the most important. 
Deans 
Criteria Ranking in Order of Importance 
#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8 #9 
 
University committees 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
 
College committees 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 
 
Department committees 0 0 2 0 1 0 1 0 1 
 
Position on committees (e.g., chair) 0 0 0 3 0 2 0 0 0 
 
Civic organizations 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 
 
Volunteer work 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 
 
Paid consulting with K-12 schools 1 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 1 
 
Unpaid consulting with K-12 schools 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 1 0 
 
Leading professional development 1 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 
 
Other criteria: 
 Leadership in professional 
organizations that lead to national 
and international visibility 
 
 
Department Chairs 
Criteria Ranking in Order of Importance 
#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8 #9 
 
University committees 1 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 5 
 
College committees 0 3 1 0 0 1 3 2 0 
 
Department committees 3 0 2 0 2 2 1 0 0 
 
Position on committees (e.g., chair) 0 0 0 3 2 1 1 3 0 
 
Civic organizations 0 2 1 1 1 0 1 3 1 
 
Volunteer work 2 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 4 
 
Paid consulting with K-12 schools 2 1 1 2 0 0 3 1 0 
 
Unpaid consulting with K-12 schools 1 2 2 0 3 2 0 0 0 
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Leading professional development 1 1 0 1 2 4 0 1 0 
 
Other criteria: 
 Service on national, regional, state, 
and local committees in 
professional organizations 
 Student recruiting and advising 
 Facilitating a university gift 
Other criteria (continued): 
 Sponsoring a student organization 
 Leadership in a professional 
organization 
Faculty 
Criteria Ranking in Order of Importance 
#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8 #9 
 
University committees 12 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 6 
 
College committees 0 13 2 0 0 0 1 5 0 
 
Department committees 3 1 9 2 0 0 5 1 0 
 
Position on committees (e.g., chair) 0 1 2 9 1 6 1 0 1 
 
Civic organizations 0 1 0 3 7 3 0 5 2 
 
Volunteer work 1 0 1 3 2 4 2 3 5 
 
Paid consulting with K-12 schools 3 0 2 0 4 1 7 2 2 
 
Unpaid consulting with K-12 schools 0 5 0 2 0 6 2 5 1 
 
Leading professional development 2 0 3 1 7 1 3 0 4 
 
Other criteria: 
 Advising doctoral students 
 Serving as coordinator 
 Officer of professional 
organizations 
Other criteria (continued): 
 Officer of professional 
organizations 
 
External Reviews 
When asked if their department uses external reviews for evaluating scholarship in the tenure 
process, the majority response for each group was no. 
 
Table 5. 
Does your department use external reviews for evaluating scholarship in the tenure process? 
Group Yes No 
Deans 1 4 
Department Chairs 5 6 
Faculty 9 13 
 
 
Discussion and Implications 
 
Ranking Teaching, Scholarship, and Service in Order of Importance 
The most compelling result from the tenure track survey centers on the following question: Do 
academic deans, department chairs, and faculty within departments of educational leadership 
weigh differently the areas of teaching, scholarship, and service when determining tenure 
involving tenure-track faculty? Comparing the weighed value means of teaching, scholarship, 
and service among the deans, department chairs, and faculty, the researchers found that all three 
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groups gave teaching the highest weighted value in determining tenure followed by scholarship 
and service (Table 1). Further, the analysis of a one-way ANOVA showed there was no 
significant difference among deans, department chairs, and faculty when comparing the weighted 
value of teaching when granting scholarship to tenure-track faculty members. 
  
All three groups selected scholarship behind teaching in weighted value mean in importance for 
granting tenure. Additionally, the one-way ANOVA for scholarship found no significant 
difference between deans, department chairs, and faculty. Service unanimously came in third in 
order of importance when determining tenure and once more, there was no significant difference 
among deans, department chairs, and faculty. 
 
Ranking Criteria in Order of Importance for Tenure 
 
Teaching. “Student evaluations of courses,” “Professional development in teaching,” and “Peer 
(other faculty) evaluations of courses” all received a vote among deans as the number one 
criteria in order of importance when it comes to teaching (Table 2). Only “Supervisor evaluation 
of courses” was not on anyone’s ranking as the most important criteria when looking at the 
teaching component for tenure. In addition to the five criteria listed in the survey, one dean 
identified “Course and curriculum development” when considering tenure. 
 
Various department chairs listed “Student evaluations of courses,” “Supervisors evaluation of 
courses,” Professional development in teaching,” and “Use of data to drive course changes” as 
the most important criteria. “Peer (other faculty) evaluations of courses” was the only criteria 
that did not receive a vote ranking it as the most important. With four votes, “Student evaluations 
of courses” received the most of any teaching criteria. Other criteria not listed on the survey but 
considered by some department chairs include “Development of new courses” and “Presenting at 
a regional or national conference on teaching.” 
 
Faculty selected “Student evaluations of courses,” “Peer (other faculty) evaluations of courses,” 
and “Use of data to drive course changes” as the most important teaching criteria in the tenure 
track process. The overwhelming majority, 15 out of 22 respondents, selected “Student 
evaluations of courses” as the number one teaching criteria when considering tenure. Matching a 
department chair’s survey response, one faculty member also listed course development as an 
important criterion for securing tenure. 
 
Scholarship. Those criteria receiving votes as being most important among deans in granting 
tenure in terms of scholarship include “Number of manuscripts,” Multidisciplinary research 
endeavors,” and “Student research publications” (Table 3). Curiously, the number of manuscripts 
also rated as the least important by the same number of deans, two votes in each case. Other 
criteria listed when considering tenure include “Published software programs,” “Video and/or 
television productions,” and “Books and book chapters.” 
 
Many of the department chairs identified “Number of manuscripts,” “Impact factor of 
publications or journals,” “Multidisciplinary research endeavors,” “Grant submissions,” and 
“Grant acceptance” as most important when reviewing scholarship activities, with the number of 
manuscripts garnering the most votes at four, followed by grants accepted with three. As was the 
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case with deans, department chairs selected the number of manuscripts produced as the most 
important criteria. Other criteria mentioned as meaningful scholarship endeavors included 
“Service in national organizations,” “Presentations at international, national, state, and local 
conferences,” and “Writing accreditation proposals for national accreditation.” 
 
Faculty identified a number of criteria as most important in obtaining tenure, listing “Number of 
manuscripts,” “Impact factor of publications or journals,” “Acceptance rate of journal,” “First 
versus co-author status,” “Grant submissions,” and “Grant acceptance.” Thirteen out 22 faculty 
respondents (59 %) believe the number of manuscripts ranks highest in order of importance of 
evaluating scholarship for tenure. However, like the deans and department chairs, a notable 
number (5) thought the number of manuscripts was the least important criteria. Additional 
criteria cited by faculty included “National and international conference presentations, ”Research 
projects,” and “Peer reviewed presentations.” 
 
Service. Of the nine criteria listed “University committees,” “Civic organizations,” “Paid 
consulting with K-12 schools,” and “Leading professional development” all earned votes as the 
most important (Table 4). However, two deans selected serving on university committees and 
participating in civic organizations as the least important criteria. Included among the criteria for 
service by one dean was “Leadership in professional organizations with high national and 
international visibility.” 
 
Department chairs recognized “University committees,” “Department committees,” “Volunteer 
work,” “Paid consulting with K-12 schools,” Unpaid consulting with K-12 schools,” and 
“Leading professional development” as the most important criteria for evaluating service in 
granting tenure. Five department chairs identified university committee work as the least 
important and four chairs put volunteer work at the bottom. Added under other criteria included 
“Student recruiting and advising,” “Sponsoring a student organization,” and “Leadership in a 
professional organization.” 
 
Faculty also recognized a wide range of criteria as most important when evaluating service in the 
tenure process, “University committees,” “Department committees,” “Volunteer work,” “Paid 
consulting with K-12 schools,” and “Leading professional development” all ranked at the top. 
Twelve out of 21 faculty selected participating on university committees as the most important 
criteria with six other members indicating it was the least important. Other criteria identified by 
some faculty as important included “Advising doctoral students” and “Creating professional 
development workshops.” 
 
Implications 
Within the tenure guidelines, there are three basic criteria that faculty must meet or exceed: 
teaching quality, scholarly product, and service to the university and profession. While different 
colleges and universities, and to some extent, different departments within those colleges and 
universities, have varying expectations in granting tenure, institutions must establish guidelines 
consistent with their own values and beliefs. Tenure candidates frequently wonder: “What are the 
potential barriers to success and how much is enough to ensure career promotion?” 
More importantly, where does a faculty member go at his or her institution to find out how much 
is enough? Candidates need to know what the expectations are regarding all three components, 
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not just scholarship, at that moment, in his or her department and institution. Good sources of 
information for these issues include: 
 Formal documentation outlining tenure requirements provided by the institution 
 Recent tenure cases in the department 
 Tenure and promotion committee heads or administrators in charge of the tenure process 
 Colleagues at comparable institutions 
 Department chair 
 College dean 
 Members of the tenure review committee 
 
Much of the tenure evaluation process involves measurable items, including peer-reviewed 
articles and books published, mean score of student evaluation ratings, presentations given, and 
service on editorial boards and committees (Groves, 2013). Although, when it comes to assessing 
excellence in scholarship, teaching, and service there are clear differences among deans, chairs, 
and faculty. To ensure institutions conduct transparent, reliable and effective tenure reviews, 
guidelines containing a comprehensive and fair set of procedures must be accessible. However, 
Groves (2013) noted the fundamental question always comes back to, “What is the impact of the 
candidate’s work and what is his or her trajectory?” 
 
Taking into consideration the goals of the department, college, and institution, the evaluation of a 
candidate remains an inquiry process, asking: Is the candidate among the most able in his or her 
field? (New York University, 2018). An important lesson for tenure-track faculty of educational 
leadership programs to embrace is that effective teaching is vital. Regarding scholarship, the 
perceptions vary, but a faculty member who is consistently involved in writing is likely to 
emerge from the review process successfully. Querying the chair and dean on what they look for 
is a good idea, but a consistent agenda for scholarship will reap benefits regarding tenure. 
 
The beginning of an academic career is an arduous time for junior faculty requiring a great deal 
of effort; there always seems to be one more proposal to submit, paper to write, course to 
prepare, or meeting to attend. The researchers investigated perspectives among those intimately 
involved in the process and have concluded that there are multiple ways to accomplish the tenure 
requirements of teaching, service, and scholarship, but it is the responsibility of the tenure-track 
professor to be regularly involved in all three. 
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Principal preparation programs understand the need for relevant internship activities that bridge 
the gap between theory and practice (Anast-May, Buckner, & Geer, 2011; Darling-Hammond, 
LaPointe, Meyerson, Orr, & Cohen (2007).  Principal preparation programs utilizing distance 
technology are also charged with meeting this expectation and the electronic learning 
technologies have changed learning from restrictive to flexible, accessible, and innovative 
(Tseng & Gardner, 2016).  The internship is a widely accepted program component of principal 
preparation that provides the student with actual administrative experience during the 
certification process; however, despite the mandates from national accreditation organizations 
and state certification agencies, the literature is replete with criticisms concerning the 
effectiveness of the internship experience (Cheney & Davis, 2011; Darling-Hammond et al., 
2007; Fry, Bottoms, & O’Neill, 2005; Perez et al., 2011). Limited data in the form of student 
feedback, especially as it pertains to learner perceptions of the internship experience, have been 
collected (Gordon, Oliver, & Solis, 2016).  According to Thiede (2012), it is important for 
faculty to seek out and study what students are thinking and saying about online education as 
most higher education institutions’ future enrollments may be predicated upon quality online 
courses. 
 
While the structure, delivery, and practice of principal internships will vary between the 
traditional face-to-face delivery model and the online internship, key elements to a successful 
internship experience are important to both delivery models. Goldsmith (2012) accentuates the 
importance of utilizing technology in principal and superintendent practicum programs as it has 
been done in the social sciences and medicine. Additionally, school district superintendents are 
pressuring universities preparing candidates for school leadership positions to align programs 
with the realities of the practice (Williams & Szal, 2011).  Further, many university principal 
preparation programs have a significant percentage of students who are full-time educators and 
while this arrangement affords the individual student opportunities to access an appropriate 
internship setting, it is a challenge for preparation programs to provide an intense, 
comprehensive internship to meet the needs for working educators seeking principal licensure 
(Guillaume & Vitucci, 2014; Brown, 2017). For this reason, it is important to seek student 
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feedback and create a body of evidence that may guide those responsible for principal internship 
content to provide appropriate learning experiences for interns in principal preparation programs. 
 
Review of the Literature 
Internships provide opportunities for learners to connect theory to practice within the context of 
the learning environment (Cunningham, 2007; Havard, Morgan, & Patrick, 2010). Current 
school administrators have reported that aspiring school administrators need more opportunities 
to understand the culture of the schools in which they work to meet the demands of today’s 
learners (Anast-May et al., 2011). Still yet, other administrators emphasize the importance to 
engage in curriculum development and analyze student data (Lehman, 2013). Anast-May et al. 
(2011) suggested that the growth of internship programs in educational administration warrants 
exploration into the types of activities that should be considered as part of the internship 
experience.  As such, the institution of a more structured set of field experiences for future 
school principals is centrally important to the entire program reform effort (Williams & 
Wintringer, 2016). To examine the types of activities that should be included, the literature was 
consulted to describe the alignment of internship activities to state standards, supervision and 
support in the online learning environment, collaborative opportunities, and overall design of the 
internship. 
 
The Need for Alignment of Internship Activities to State Standards 
According to the Council for Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP) Handbook (2016), 
state and national program standards for principal internship experiences encourage relevant 
activities and faculty analysis of program quality. Continuous improvement of the internship is 
also an objective of a program seeking national recognition and by design, feedback from 
students who have recently completed the internship are important to this process.  Gathering 
and analyzing evidence such as student feedback to enhance the quality of a preparation program 
is required by CAEP.  In contemporary society, the changing issues and responsibilities of the 
building principal are constantly evolving and this presents a challenge to principal preparation 
programs to present learning opportunities that are relevant in the preparation of effective school 
leaders (Anast-May et al., 2001).  While it is understood that the internship is an integral element 
to properly preparing future principals, many internship programs do not offer needed 
experiences (Darling-Hammond et al., 2007; Havard et al., 2010).  
 
Valesky, Carter, and Huene-Johnson (2007) described that reviewing internship activities and 
making changes to the internship program must not only reflect the changing nature of the 
principal position, but also incorporate appropriate rigor and a pre-determined objective for each 
activity.  Further, when internship activities lack key elements such as purpose, structure, and 
rigor, the benefits normally associated with a quality internship are not met. Historical studies on 
principal program internships report that aspiring administrators were not provided enough 
opportunities within the internship to be successful with challenges schools face today 
(Mombourquette & Bedard, 2012).  Johnson (2016) found that alignment to state mandates, 
accrediting bodies, school district needs, learning needs, and community stakeholders are among 
those that should be considered in the internship preparation program. 
 
 
 
24
School Leadership Review, Vol. 13 [2018], Iss. 1, Art. 1
https://scholarworks.sfasu.edu/slr/vol13/iss1/1
24 
 
The Need for Internship Supervision in the Online Learning Environment 
Goldsmith and Martin (2009) noted that online courses and programs are a growing trend to 
meet the diverse needs of learners. Marter and deBettencourt (2012) indicated that online 
learning has flourished and been recognized as a viable alternate instructional delivery method in 
higher education.  While Dotson and Bian (2013) recognize that online delivery of graduate 
education programs is increasing; however, questions arise as to the effectiveness of the online 
facilitated graduate school internship.  Research by Gray and DiLoreto (2016) interviewed 187 
graduate students in an online educational leadership program with the purpose of examining 
learner perceptions of the relationship between student satisfaction and perceived learning and 
course structure, learner interaction, student engagement, and instructor presence within the 
online environment.  The researchers hypothesized that course structure, learner interaction, and 
instructor presence would have an impact on student perceived learning and student satisfaction.  
Student engagement was hypothesized to mediate and support the relationship between the 
instructor and learner experience.  Findings from the study reported that course structure, 
instructor presence, and learner interaction had a significant impact on perceived learning, 
although learner interaction was the only variable that did not have a major impact on student 
satisfaction.  The researchers commented that the findings of this study conflicted with previous 
studies regarding the relationship between course structure and perceived student learning.      
     
Winslow, Eliason, & Thiede (2016) noted that the quality of the internship directly impacted the 
quality of the supervision, indicating that administrator’s overall beliefs about supervision 
influenced their supervisory practice. Further, Gray and DiLoreto (2016) noted that student 
engagement and levels of perceived learning within the online learning environment were 
contingent upon variables such as course structure, learner interaction, and instructor presence 
where student engagement partially mediated the impact of the variables. Continuous supervision 
between expert faculty members and interns in regard to desired leadership behaviors are 
essential for aspiring administrators (Havard et al., 2010). Based on the research, we conclude 
that supervision in the online learning environment is relevant to consider when investigating 
student perceptions and recommendations for improving the principal internship in an online 
environment. 
 
The Need for Opportunities to Collaborate 
To build a school culture, potential administrators need the opportunity to connect and 
collaborate with others on campus (Anast-May et al., 2011).  One benefit of conferencing is the 
ability to provide learners with the opportunity to collaborate and reflect on specific instances 
within their schools to help them learn how to solve problems immediately or think of ways to 
solve issues when confronted with similar situations in the future (Figueiredo-Brown, Ringler, & 
James, 2015).  Building and maintaining collaborative relationships was one of the five 
performance areas ranked to drive the curriculum of a principal program in the state of Arkansas 
(Pijanowski & Peer, 2016), confirming the need for interns to build necessary relationships 
between the university instructor and students within the internship context.  Further, Hart (2012) 
identified a sense of belonging to a learning community, peer support, and communication with 
the instructor as key elements to a successful online experience.   
 
Yang & Chang (2012) found that online technology has enabled a more interactive learning 
process between instructor and students.  Dialogue that occurs within smaller groups of like-
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minded individuals helps people collaborate and envision an outcome that will help solve 
problems (Figueiredo-Brown et al., 2015). Reviewing videotapes of conferences, essentially 
observational videos, assisted students in learning about their own conferencing skills (Gordon et 
al., 2016) when working with other people. 
 
The University of Pennsylvania uses a cohort model in which collaboration is the most authentic 
learning component in the program where discussions are organized into four areas: 
instructional, organizational, public, and evidence-based leadership.  The cohort model helps 
interns reflect and collaborate to make necessary shifts in theory and practice with ongoing 
feedback from professors and peers.  The model offers various opportunities to connect via 
coaching and mentoring, meetings, innovations lab, simulations, and fellowships (Gordon et al., 
2016). At Lethbridge University in Alberta, Canada, one of the most notable experiences shared 
by interns was that the internship provided an arena for students to meet, collaborate, and solve 
problems (Mombourquette & Bedard, 2012).  After consulting several studies, we have 
identified that opportunities to collaborate are an essential component for internship programs in 
educational administration.  
 
The Need for an Authentic and Diverse Internship Design 
Several studies suggest that a diversified internship experience with multi-dimensional learning 
opportunities are relevant to develop future leaders (Darling-Hammond et al., 2007; Figueiredo-
Brown et al., 2015; Lehman, 2013; Pijanowski & Peer, 2016).  Transforming leadership 
preparation programs is important if we are to prepare individuals for increasingly diverse 
schools and a myriad of difficult situations they will face daily (Guerra & Pazey, 2016). 
Opportunities to work with multiple stakeholders such as parents, students, and staff are a critical 
component for principal preparation programs and internships (Pijanowski & Peer, 2016).  
Learners value activities such as problem-based learning, simulations, collaboration about 
experiences, and case studies (Gordon et al., 2016).  However, Mombourquette and Bedard 
(2012) noted that fitting internship activities within semester timelines does not “jive well with 
the rhythm of the field” because the activities become an additional requirement instead of the 
core of the program (p.16), therefore timing of the internship activities should be considered. The 
appropriate use of technology tools appeals to multiple learning styles and leads to participant 
satisfaction (Menchaca & Bekele, 2008), thus, identifying the appropriate amount of work 
required of students is also important. Lehman (2013) noted that principal interns identified a 
wide array of hands-on experiences, but that a great mentor and university support were among 
the top two categories (Havard et al., 2010).  Further, recognition of, and preparation for, cultural 
diversity needs in terms of diverse populations needs were identified as a key component to build 
into the internship experience (Kemp-Graham, 2015).  
 
Historically, the value of principal internships in preparation for authentic learning opportunities 
has been a constant topic of debate (Lehman, 2013). Figueiredo-Brown et al., (2015) reported 
that the learner environment must be carefully constructed to enhance the internship experience.  
Part of the learning context requires that universities consider the learners’ ability to observe 
topics and implement strategies as an integral part of the internship experience.  For example, 
interns that plan for and participate in the change process learn to identify and own the process 
with opportunities to lead rather than observe or participate.  This activity lends itself to giving 
interns opportunities to lead an initiative to support a new program for the campus and learn how 
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to plan for change and develop innovative ideas.  Further, giving potential administrators 
authentic projects to complete could enhance personal satisfaction and allows for learners to 
truly understand the culture of the school environment in which they exist (Anast-May et al., 
2011). 
 
Gordon et al. (2016) found that interns described the need for course-embedded field experiences 
that were long-term in nature.  Embedded field experiences provide authentic learning 
opportunities for interns that result in an increased ability in the area of instructional leadership, 
reflective practice, collegiality, and collaboration. As such, these experiences were perceived to 
be more meaningful to administrators in the field than university preparation programs (Johnson, 
2016).  Browne-Ferrigno and Muth (2006) found that authentic learning experiences positively 
impacted interns’ knowledge and skills about classroom practices. One educational leadership 
preparation program that Gordon and his associates examined was at Manhattanville College; the 
school was identified as having an innovative leadership program.  Learners at this school 
explained that authentic learning opportunities and feedback helped them reflect upon their 
teaching practices that impacted their instructional leadership performance.  Reform efforts of 
the principal internship provided insight that learners needed more opportunities to apply their 
learning in authentic settings (Cunningham, 2007; Havard et al., 2010). 
 
The literature identifies various aspects that signify the importance of the principal internship 
experience in preparing future school administrators.  As such, the following research question 
guided this study: What are student recommendations for enhancing the online principal 
internship experience? This study examined student perceptions of the internship experience in 
one M. Ed. Program and analyzed candid course discussion boards to measure the perceptions of 
340 online students as to their perceptions of improving online internship experiences.  Student 
recommendations provide guiding information pertaining to desired internship activities, 
recommendations for supervision, support, and collaboration, and overall design of the internship 
experience. 
Method 
This study aimed to examine student perceptions for enhancing the internship experience to 
discover common threads that students felt would improve their experience for online Principal 
preparation programs. To do this, the method for data collection needed to be open-ended for 
students to provide candid responses. In qualitative research, the data is meant to be analyzed to 
provide “descriptions and themes using text analysis [to] interpret the larger meaning of the 
findings” (Creswell, 2012, p.16). Therefore, this study used a phenomenological approach which 
focused on revealing the experiences participants have in common with one another to explore 
those experiences and analyze the data into themes (Creswell, 2012). Open-ended questions, as 
part of online discussion boards in the program, were used to seek their perceptions of the 
internship experience for the purpose of gaining ideas for program enhancement. 
 
The Program and Setting 
The regional university in this study has a fully online educational leadership program that has 
approximately 1,800 graduate students seeking principal certification each year.  The program 
began as an online program in 2007.  The M. Ed. program is a 36-hour and 18-month program 
that includes a 15-month internship.  Following a review of the research and various national 
accreditation standards and state requirements for internships, the faculty determined that the 
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design of the internship must include a minimum of 300 hours, be long term to the extent that 
opening and closing of school activities would occur, students would be active interns while 
taking courses to ensure theory to practice reflection, adequate monitoring of progress was 
provided, and that an acceptable alternative to onsite observations be developed and 
implemented.   
 
To ensure adequate monitoring of progress throughout the internship, the program of study 
includes six credit hours of internship.  The first internship course is a required course at the 
halfway point (7th course) where students are expected to have completed 150 intern hours and 
have a formative evaluation completed by the campus mentor. The final internship course is at 
the end of the program (12th course) where students must have completed the required 300-hour 
minimum to enroll.  The final internship course includes submission of logs and reflections, a 
summative evaluation completed by the campus mentor, passing a multiple-choice and scenario 
exam similar to the State certification test, and passing the comprehensive exam.  Various other 
activities and assignments are included in both internship courses. Interns have access to various 
educational supervisors during the program.  All students have a trained campus mentor which is 
typically the school principal. Additionally, there is a full-time course professor that oversees the 
intern, a university field supervisor that assesses leadership videos, a university practicum coach 
who conducts three online conferences during the program, and an instructional associate (IA) 
that grades class assignments.  The IA’s in the program are practicing school superintendents. 
 
In order to meet the State requirement of three 45-minute onsite observations of the intern, the 
online program requires students to submit three 45-minute videos of participating in or leading 
an intern activity.  At least one video must be leading the activity.  The use and experience of 
creating and submitting videos align with the State’s new certification requirements.  Each video 
is reviewed and feedback given in regard to the ability to meet a specific State competency 
versus an older tradition of simply logging hours of generic activities in a leadership area. New 
State standards require intern activities to be authentic experiences that are directly tied to 
competencies. 
 
Students also are required to attend three web conferences with a university professor to discuss 
progress and learning. This alternative approach to the traditional onsite observation has proven 
to provide greater insight into the intern’s performance whereas traditional onsite visits occur 
during the student’s conference period. An outline of the progression through the program is as 
follows: 
1. The first course is an orientation and introduction to educational leadership. Students 
seek and receive permission from a certified campus mentor to oversee their 
practicum/internship. Campus mentors undertake an online mentor training. The 
internship plan with required activities is given to students at the end of the course. 
2. The second course covers educational research and students develop an action research 
plan.  They begin logging hours from the internship plan and begin their research study. 
Hours compiled on the action research study count as overall intern hours. 
3. In the 3rd – 6th courses, interns continue to log hours from the intern plan and submit one 
video and attend one web observation conference. 
4. The 7th course is the first internship course designed to assess progress and evaluate 
performance at the halfway point. Students are expected to have completed 150 of the 
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required 300 hours and have adequate evaluations completed by campus mentors. They 
also submit a second video and attend a second web observation conference. 
5. In the 8th - 11th courses, student complete the internship and submit the third video. 
6. The 12th course is the final internship course designed to collect all internship 
documentation and reflect and share learning from the experience with fellow interns. 
Students must submit the log and reflections, attend a final web observation conference, 
pass a comprehensive exam, and pass a multiple-choice competency exam similar to the 
State certification exam.  Final campus mentor evaluations are collected and assessed. 
 Students are required to complete intern activities in 38 areas of school leadership.
 Examples include opening and closing school, instructional leadership, general office
 administration, food service, transportation, discipline, etc.  Interns are expected to move
 from early observation and interviews to participation and then to leadership of the
 activity. 
 
Participants 
The population for this research study comprised 340 current students enrolled in the online 
educational leadership M. Ed. Program in the southeastern part of the United States. All students 
were employed in PK-12 settings and were completing their final program internship course. Of 
the 340 students that participated in the study, 226 were female, making up 66% of the total 
population of this study and 114 were male, making up 34% of the total population. The 
demographic makeup included 269 Caucasian students, 37 African American students, 22 
Hispanic students, 7 American Indian students, and 5 Asian students. Out of these students, 316 
were residents of the state of Texas and 24 were out-of-state students. For the purpose of 
identifying key elements that enhanced the internship program, a demographic breakdown was 
not necessary, but including such information does depict the overall makeup of the group 
studied. Follow-up research will explicate student responses based on demographic information 
for common themes and threads that emerge within particular groups of people. 
 
The Research Questions and Our Research Focus 
Open-ended discussion board questions were used to determine the perceptions of the internship 
experience for the purpose of reviewing internship activities for program enhancement. The 
following prompts were used to elicit candid student responses: 
1. What internship activities should the university keep in its requirements?   
2. What additional internship activities or requirements should be included in the     
internship program?   
3. What internship activities and requirements should be changed or deleted?  
4. Additional comments and recommendations? 
 
Qualitative Data Collection 
Responses from 340 students from the Fall of 2016 and the Spring of 2017 were obtained from 
three different cohorts.  Complete anonymity of research participants was ensured by removing 
all identifying information such as the participant’s name, grade, and location. Written responses 
to the online discussion boards were reviewed and those that addressed the research questions 
were extracted for data analysis. 
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Qualitative Data Analysis 
An analysis of student narrative discussion boards was conducted in the final course in the 
program, the Internship. To do this, written responses were analyzed to reveal key aspects that 
interns felt were important to the internship, as well as aspects that should be included to 
enhance the overall program. Conventional content analysis was used to develop broad 
categories of recommendations for the internship as perceived by the participants (Creswell, 
2012). Broad categories were identified and coded into themes that are shared in the findings of 
this study.  
Findings of the Study 
An analysis of discussion board responses to the three research question prompts indicated key 
findings concerning the enhancement of internship activities. Further analysis of responses to the 
open-ended additional comments yielded recommendations addressing three areas for 
enhancement.  The three areas were additional support and supervision, increased collaboration, 
and changes to the overall design of the internship experience. 
 
Recommendations for Internship Activities 
First, researchers identified six types of internship activities most desired by interns completing 
the program; (1) internship activities that aligned with standards, (2) shadowing campus mentor 
and other administrators, (3) case studies as a teaching and learning method, (4) leadership use of 
technology, (5) leading faculty professional development experiences, and (6) working with 
community members. Overlapping comments were extracted from the student narratives and 
were included to assist in the interpretation of the findings. Also included under subsequent 
headings are the additional findings that students identified that would enhance the internship. 
 
The first activity indicated a desire for internship activities to be aligned with specific state and 
national standards.  Interns wanted to have a clear understanding of the standard the activity was 
targeting.  Responses indicated that students believed they needed to measure their content and 
skill level with what the national and state standards cited as being required for successful school 
leadership.  Additionally, they noted that greater familiarity and experience with each standard 
better prepared them for the state certification exam.  
 “I liked the way the professor associated required activities to the course  
 objectives – we knew why we were being asked to do an assignment. 
“Understanding why we were doing certain activities, such as preparing for the 
 state exam, gave relevance to the work we were doing.” 
 
The second activity, shadowing opportunities for interns, was noted as being a strength in the 
internship program.  Student responses indicated a desire that more shadowing activities be 
required in the program as respondents perceive this activity as an opportunity to spend quality 
time with the site mentor.  Intern recommendations also included a request for opportunities to 
shadow school administrators from different campuses and grade levels in order to view the 
challenges presented to other administrators in the school district.   
 “It would be great if we could shadow administrators on different campuses and  
 at different grade levels.” 
 “Shadowing activities was very beneficial and gave me a feel for the principal  
 position.” 
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Third, respondents noted the value in real-world case studies and scenarios and believed more 
activities for case studies would be merited. Students reported that the intern is often not allowed 
to be directly involved in sensitive or serious issues but case study and scenario analysis gave 
them this opportunity. 
 “Case studies helped me understand the relationship between theory and  
 administrative problem solving.” 
 “Scenarios that include problems for the principal are good because they will 
 prepare us for scenarios on the state exam.” 
 
Further, participants wanted additional opportunities to use technology (software programs) that 
assist the school administrator in guiding and managing campus programs.  Interns understood 
that the ability to generate, manage, and use data was essential in making effective decisions. 
 “Internship activities gave me an opportunity to work with administrative  
 programs and data management at the campus level.” 
 “Data driven decision-making should rely on good data and while my principal 
 showed me which data is used to make certain decisions I feel that we need more 
 activities that require technology.” 
 
The fifth activity noted was that students felt that opportunities to lead faculty professional 
development should be increased, if possible.  They noted that leading a staff development 
activity gave them credibility among their peers.  Additionally, they noted that presenting to 
teachers was much more difficult than presenting to students. They felt leading professional 
development was a crucial skill for a school administrator. 
 “I developed the material and led my grade level in a professional learning  
 activity.  It was a good experience.” 
 “I liked having the flexibility to choose the type of professional development  
 activity that we could lead.  My site mentor helped arrange the activity and it 
 was an important part of my internship.” 
 
Additionally, students recognized the importance of working with the community and providing 
information to campus stakeholders as an important element to becoming a successful principal.  
Opportunities to work with campus decision-making teams that included community members, 
parent-teacher organizations, campus business partners, and others during the internship 
experience was seen as a positive requirement by students.   
 “Working as the campus administrator assigned to the volunteer program and  
 contact person for the Parent-Teacher Organization was a learning experience 
 for me during the internship.  This administrative responsibility is something 
 I knew little about as a teacher.” 
 “School partnerships with business and the community was a great topic and 
 it demonstrated how to increase campus resources when there is no money in  
 the school budget.” 
 
Recommendations for Supervision and Support 
Based on student responses, researchers identified two individuals associated with the online 
internship that were instrumental to having a successful internship experience. Students valued 
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access to the course instructor and campus mentor for opportunities to speak about individual 
questions or issues as being extremely important.  Virtual office hours, web conferences, 
discussion boards with instructor feedback, email access, and access to cell phone number of the 
instructor were strategies utilized to encourage communication between student and instructor 
and each identified as needed and appreciated.   
 “The availability of web conferences provided an opportunity to ask questions 
 each week.” 
 “Most instructors would post an announcement each week in the courses and 
 the information was usually very helpful.  It provided me with assurance that  
 I was doing everything I should be doing.” 
 
The site mentor is a required element for administrative internships in most states and usually 
this role is filled by the campus principal or other certified administrator on the campus where 
the intern will be completing university requirements.  The site mentor in this online certification 
program also formally evaluates the intern during the program and validates that required 
activities have been completed.  The site mentor plays a key role in guiding the student during 
the internship and it is not surprising that this supervisory position was the focus of many student 
responses and is a significant theme based on the number of responses.   
 “Working closely with my campus principal throughout the internship has  
 given me the opportunity to get to know him better and he has had an  
 opportunity to get to know me as well.” 
 “The site supervisor provided support for my internship and without his  
 help in scheduling presentation options I could not have completed all of  
 the internship requirements.” 
 
A significant number of student responses focused on the support needed to complete the 
internship requirements.  This included technical support for manipulating spreadsheets and 
tables, filming and uploading videos, and scanning and submitting assignments to the online 
learning management and data management systems. Other responses included APA and 
professional report writing assistance as well as reflective writing expertise. Further responses 
noted the need for emotional support in the areas of making adequate progress and assistance 
with getting through difficulties that arise while serving as an intern.  
 “I appreciated having access to university staff when it came time to submit  
 key assessments during the program.” 
 “The first time I loaded an artifact into the data management system it was hard, 
 but after reaching out for help it was easier.  Toward the end of the program it  
 was not difficult.” 
 
Recommendations for Collaboration 
Student responses indicated the importance and need for collaboration with supervisors and 
fellow interns.  Students appreciated course discussion boards where each student posted 
comments to a prompt and were required to respond to at least two other student postings. Web 
conferences were also cited as an excellent opportunity to collaborate with the professor and 
other cohort members. Other responses included weekly overviews and announcements posted 
by the professor were helpful along with student use of Facebook. Email to professors and fellow 
students was deemed crucial.  
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 “The discussion boards allow us to share our experiences and view the 
perspectives of others. I enjoyed the activities that required collaboration and would 
suggest that even more activities be provided for this purpose.” 
 “The web conferences provided a means for cohort members to grow closer  
 by getting to know each other.  I found that having access to the professor by 
 attending web conferences gave the online courses the benefit of face-to-face 
 courses with the convenience of online learning.”   
 
Recommendations for the Design of the Internship 
Student responses indicated they appreciated the 15-month internship with the first course in the 
certification program dedicated to the development of the internship plan and the capstone 
course at the end of the program dedicated to the assessment of their intern experiences.  The 15-
month internship provided opportunities for administrative activities at the beginning and end of 
a school year and allowed students to participate in long-term projects during the school year.  
Student responses also indicated an appreciation for having an internship checkpoint at the mid-
point of the program.  The checkpoint provided feedback to the student as to the quality of their 
internship and assurance that they were on schedule with completing program requirements.  
Student responses also indicated appreciation for flexibility in selecting internship activities that 
could be chosen based upon specific needs of the campus and in the case of out-of-state students, 
the opportunity to select activities associated with individual state initiatives.   
 “I have truly learned a lot and grown as an educator thanks to this program.  My 
 knowledge of what goes on “with the other side” has been enlightening.  During 
 the semester that I got to fill in as an assistant principal was a huge learning  
 experience and the design of the internship was really beneficial.” 
 “The checkpoints in the internship were very helpful.” 
 
Implications for Future Research 
Several findings from this research study are prime for future research opportunities. Whereas 
the current study found a student desire to shadow other leaders than their principal, a crucial 
goal for future research is to discover which comparative shadowing experiences would lead to 
the greatest degree and value of learning. Examples would include but not limited to principal 
versus assistant principal, male versus female, large versus small, urban versus suburban or rural 
school settings as well as differing concentrations of various ethnic populations.  A second goal 
of further research is to isolate needed intern activities where students report not being allowed 
to gain direct experience.  Such activities may include faculty dismissal or reprimands, serious 
and/or sensitive student or parent issues, building administration meetings or planning at the 
district level, and various opportunities to display independent leading. The findings of this 
research could lead to the most appropriate topics for case studies and scenarios.   
 
Further implications could examine the use of technology in administrative and instructional 
roles. Questions about how to navigate administrative technology and pull data for the purpose 
of understanding and interpreting state accountability reports could be explicated. Additionally, 
technology for teaching and learning could be investigated further. For example, interns may 
desire to learn methods that would enhance the learning environment and could ultimately 
inform decisions made about purchasing technology on their respective campuses. 
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Limitations 
As described in the Methods section, all participants came from one M. Ed. degree program at 
one regional institution. Data from one program may not fully represent the viewpoints as it 
applies to other master’s level students. In reference to the online internship, not all master’s 
students in other programs participate in a fully online master’s degree program in educational 
leadership, therefore, the study findings are most comparable to those institutions that use online 
learning or blended learning. 
 
Additional limitations lie in the findings of the study because some of the students may have 
spoken favorably about a program they are currently in; however, there is no reason to believe 
this occurred based on the candid student responses for recommendations to the internship 
program. Additional studies that sample students in other courses or master’s degree programs 
could strengthen the findings of this study. Follow up questions and interviews would enable the 
researchers to acquire a more in-depth view of the learners’ perceptions. 
 
Conclusion and Recommendations 
The purpose of this study was to seek recommendations from online principal internship students 
as to elements of the program they found most beneficial and to make suggestions for program 
enhancement.  The literature review grounded and confirmed the study findings. Several 
categories/themes of internship activities emerged from intern responses and three additional 
areas that provided guidance for program enhancement of the online principal internship 
program. 
 
Based on these findings, we can assume that universities looking to develop online educational 
leadership programs should consider the recommendations by students currently in an online 
program. Recommendations included: 
 Aligning internship activities to professional standards 
 Internships should span the length of the program 
 Flexibility in selecting internship activities 
 Incorporating feedback opportunities  
 Opportunities for collaboration and interaction between instructors and students 
 Adequate supervision and mentoring 
 
Narrative responses included three additional recommendations: internship supervision and 
support, collaboration with supervisors and fellow interns and the design of the internship – all of 
these are important to consider when constructing internship activities. These findings suggest 
that interns associate a trajectory of value of the program based on program consistency, 
collaboration and a carefully constructed learning environment that promotes their goals of 
becoming a future administrator. From this, we generated a set of recommendations from the 
analysis of student narrative discourse and our own experiences in designing the internship 
experience. The brief rationale below describes the list of recommendations: 
 
Align internship activities with state and national standards and communicate the relationship to 
students so that they will understand the rationale for the assignment and the association to 
professional expectations in the field. This alignment should include practices that best prepare 
interns to pass their respective state certification exams whether it be the use of creating videos, 
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writing constructive responses to field-based scenarios, or the demonstration of degree of 
mastery to specific elements of competencies or standards. 
 
Design a long-term internship that spans the duration of the program coursework and identify 
relationships of the internship assignments to course content.  Provide for discussion and 
feedback within the internship that identifies the relationship of theory to practice. 
 
Out-of-state students should be allowed flexibility in selecting activities that are meaningful to 
specific state initiatives to ensure relevance.  All students should be given opportunities to select 
internship activities that are meaningful to their educational placement.  Allowing the student to 
have input in developing the internship plan at the beginning of the program encourages a 
successful internship experience. 
 
Discussion board activities, multiple checkpoints during the internship that provides information 
to the student, and opportunities for interns to discuss program issues with the course instructor 
during web conferences are examples of feedback and collaboration between instructor and 
student.  Student feedback is valuable both during the internship and as an overall evaluation 
technique at the end of the program. 
 
Establish strategies within the internship that promotes professor/student and student/student 
collaboration and interaction.  Utilize virtual office hours, web conferencing, course 
announcement, email, and phone communication to promote collaboration and interaction.  
Minimize the number of individuals participating in web conferences to encourage maximum 
opportunities for personal attention to student needs.  Encourage students to develop blogs, face 
book pages, and other social media for the purpose of collaboration and development of 
professional relationships between students. 
 
Online internship experiences require additional staff for supervision and mentoring due to the 
nature of the delivery model.  Providing field experience supervisors, specialists to assist 
students with video and data management program uploads, and site supervisors are needed 
support mechanisms for online internship delivery models.  Access to the course instructor is 
also an important element to the student in understanding assignments and other program 
requirements. 
 
Online principal certification programs and the accompanying internship are gaining in 
popularity as more students are choosing this delivery model each year.  It is imperative that the 
preparation program offering online certification develop course and internship content that 
meets state and national standards and prepares future administrators with the knowledge and 
skills needed by successful school principals. 
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Many students enter career and technical education (CTE) programs to pursue the attainment of 
job-specific skills. K-12 career and technical education program educators help prepare students 
for careers after high school by offering students a way to establish and improve upon industry-
based skills (Treschan & Mehrotra, 2014). Through CTE programs, educators train students to 
become global competitors in the workforce by introducing them to career practices that are 
prominent within their fields (Conley, 2013; Gordon, 2014; Stone & Lewis, 2012).  
 
CTE programs are driven by the needs of business organizations (Scott, Annexstein, Ordover, 
Esters, Bowen, & Reeve, 2003). As models of teaming are being implemented in the workforce, 
it is advantageous for students to learn the skills necessary to be productive in a team. Teaming 
requires students to be able to work collaboratively, think critically, and communicate 
effectively; these characteristics have been deemed 21st century skills. Similarly, these skill sets 
can be found within successful models of shared leadership, as shared leadership requires teams 
of people to work together toward a common goal (Fletcher & Käufer, 2003).  
 
Merits of shared leadership include distributing responsibilities, utilizing a collaborative process, 
and working toward a common goal. If a goal of CTE program educators is to graduate high 
school students with 21st century skills, educators need to offer experiences relevant to those that 
students will encounter in the workforce. One such way educators could provide experiences for 
students in the 21st century skills of collaboration and communication is to employ models of 
shared leadership in which teams work toward shared goals. Little research, however, has been 
conducted to examine CTE teachers and their perceptions of shared leadership models. This 
study was conducted to examine teachers’ perceptions of shared leadership at a comprehensive 
public career and technical education (CTE) high school. A secondary purpose was to explore 
the impact of shared leadership on teachers’ job satisfaction.  
 
Background Literature 
In the 1930s, people began to view organizations as social interactions (Barnard, 1938; Mayo, 
2003; Roethlisberger & Dickson, 2003), which led to leaders considering their employees’ 
psychological needs to improve productivity (Pearce, Conger, & Locke, 2003). This growth 
mindset has led organizations to form teams of people to lead production in the corporate world 
(Pearce et al., 2003). Utilizing teams of people within educational practices has become 
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prominent in the education world as students must graduate with experiences similar to those 
they will encounter in the workforce (Avolio, Walumbwa, & Weber, 2009; Pearce et al., 2003).  
 
The implementation of teaming requires collaboration, critical thinking, and communication 
among teammates, all of which are considered 21st century skills. Researchers have urged 
educators to provide high school students with experiences similar to those in which the students 
will engage in the workforce (Hughes & Jones, 2011; Kapp, 2009; Sykes, Moerman, Gibbons, & 
Dean, 2014). These skills can be exemplified through a shared leadership model in which team 
members work together toward a common goal. Merits of working together can be seen within 
models of CTE where students work in collaborative teams. 
 
In 2013, Texas legislators increased the stakes within CTE courses by implementing House Bill 
5, which required high school students to choose a path of endorsement for graduation: science, 
technology, engineering, and mathematics; business and industry; public services; arts and 
humanities; or multidisciplinary studies. These career-specific courses have created a need for 
industry-certified teachers to enter the field of education (Brand, Browning, & Valent, 2013).  
 
During the 20th century, vocational programs of education focused on minority students labeled 
as at-risk of not graduating from high school (Gordon, 2014; Stone & Lewis, 2012). Courses 
within vocational education often were gender-based and job-specific; boys were placed into 
agriculture courses in agriculture while girls took home economics classes. In contrast to 
vocational tracks, CTE programs provide students with options to multiple pathways through 
which students can obtain the skills they will need after high school (Gordon, 2014; Treschan & 
Mehrotra, 2014). The 21st century saw the evolution of career and technical education programs 
and the preparation of students for entrance into the workforce after high school. 
 
Researchers have indicated that productivity of employees is impacted by the employees’ levels 
of satisfaction in the workplace (Graen, Novak, & Sommerkamp, 1982; Loke, 2001; McNeese-
Smith, 1997). In order to investigate the attributes that affect teacher job satisfaction, Halkos and 
Bousinakis (2012) analyzed levels of stress versus teachers’ productivity. Through the collection 
of 425 surveys, the researchers found an inverse relationship between productivity and stress; the 
lower amounts of stress teachers experience, the higher their levels of productivity. 
 
Theoretical Framework 
Complexity theory was used to frame the current study. Through the implementation of 
complexity theory, or more specifically aggregate complexity theory, researchers can provide an 
analysis of the many interactions that occur in complex systems (Manson, 2001). Aggregate 
complexity is defined by the linked components within a system and attempts to analyze the 
system as a sum of these interactions (Manson, 2001). Rather than being analyzed piece-by-
piece, complexity theory decisions are examined as a sum of all parts involved (Manson, 2001). 
A team’s internal structure depends upon each member bringing various strengths to the team; 
resources the team utilizes are considered to be the surrounding environment.  
 
Shared leadership should not be viewed simply as a cause-and-effect relationship (Morrison, 
2006). Instead, via complexity theory researchers can take a holistic approach to understand the 
ways shared leadership affects teachers and students. Researchers can examine shared leadership 
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as the sum of its parts rather than limiting the discourse of shared leadership to specific 
components (Morrison, 2006). Utilizing complexity theory within this study of shared leadership 
allowed for the acknowledgement and examination of the various links of interaction that occur 
within an educational campus (Manson, 2001).  
 
Methods 
Utilizing a method of general qualitative inquiry, semi-structured interviews were conducted 
with teachers employed at a career and technical education campus. The study was undertaken in 
order to discover: 1) how the teachers at a secondary CTE campus perceive shared leadership, 2) 
how complexity theory relates to shared leadership on a CTE campus, 3) and how shared 
leadership impacts teachers’ perceived job satisfaction at a CTE campus. 
 
 
The 13 teachers who participated in the study worked at a comprehensive, public, CTE high 
school in the southwestern United States. The campus was a comprehensive high school that 
housed all core, elective, and CTE courses for students in grades 9-12. Students remained on 
campus for the entire school day, other than to attend internships within their respective career 
pathways. Students chose a career pathway of focus during their four years in high school. 
Students worked toward earning industry-recognized certifications while also completing the 
requirements for a diploma. The school was unique in its application of CTE as traditional 
extracurricular activities such as fine arts groups and sports teams were not offered. Instead, 
there was a strict focus on preparing for college and careers. School district employees did not 
assign students to attend this campus through attendance zones; students made the choice to 
attend the school.  
 
This study took place following the first year of implementation of a shared leadership model. 
The educators at the campus implemented small learning communities (SLCs). Within the SLCs, 
the administrators grouped teachers and students into four concentrations, which were then 
developed into four content-specific colleges. The SLCs were created in order to allow the 
integration of students’ career pathways into their core classrooms. As a part of the SLC model 
(Felner, Seitsinger, Brand, Burns, & Bolton, 2007), three persons led each group of teachers and 
students. Each leadership team was made up of a triad: a principal, a counselor, and a SLC 
coordinator. Other personnel also were invited to serve in leadership roles. These groups of CTE 
teachers and leaders utilized a model of shared leadership and met every other day to determine 
the direction of their respective college.  
 
Each participant had experienced at least two models of school leadership. The questions the 
participants were asked pertained to their perceptions of the shared leadership model at their 
campus and how the implementation of the model impacted their job satisfaction. In order to 
broaden the scope of perception and experience (Norris, 1997), experts in the field reviewed the 
interview protocol prior to the interviews. As a part of the data collection process, analytic 
memos (Yin, 2015) were written for each interview. Interviews were conducted until data 
saturated. 
 
The data were combed through in order to develop a list of significant quotes and notes on the 
subject matter. Keywords were assigned to each statement within the participants’ interviews. 
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Transcripts were read over multiple times in order to understand the essence of the data. The 
keywords were grouped into chunks of data based on the repetitive ideas throughout. Units of 
meaning were assigned to the collected data (Miles & Huberman, 1994). The data were compiled 
into one description of findings associated with each of the research questions. This report was 
based on the themes that became apparent throughout the interviews. In this horizontalization of 
data, all quotations initially were viewed as equal and themes were allowed to emerge and a 
textual description was created (Creswell, 2012).  
 
In order to ensure the trustworthiness of this study’s findings, each participant was asked to 
review his or her transcribed interview to check for accuracy. Member checking (Lincoln & 
Guba, 1985) was utilized as two educators who are experts in CTE reviewed the data to confirm 
the accuracy of translation.  
Findings 
Four themes emerged as a result of the participants’ responses to the interview protocol: 1) 
collective accountability was vital to the success of the CTE campus; 2) participants’ responses 
regarding their perceptions of shared leadership mirrored characteristics of 21st century skills that 
students need to be successful in the workforce; 3) the building of relationships impacted the 
effectiveness of the teachers’ practices; and 4) the shared leadership model positively impacted 
the CTE teachers’ levels of job satisfaction by including teachers in the decision-making process.  
 
Within a shared leadership model, individuals work in teams toward a shared goal (Pearce et al., 
2003). The participants expressed that a shared purpose was created within their group. Day and 
Sammons (2013) argued that leaders are most effective when they bring all stakeholders into the 
decision-making process. The implementation of the model within this study seemed to have 
done just that; shared leadership brought the teachers together by allowing their input toward the 
ultimate goal of student achievement. Participants with backgrounds in teaching core courses and 
those with backgrounds in teaching CTE courses held similar perceptions of the shared 
leadership model.  
 
Backgrounds of Participants 
Of the 13 teachers who were interviewed for this study, six taught core courses (English, math, 
science, or social studies), and seven taught CTE courses. Only five of the 13 participants held 
an undergraduate degree in the subject area they taught. Including the three teachers who held 
cosmetology certificates in place of bachelor’s degrees, six participants did not have an 
undergraduate degree that related to their content area. The majority of the participants who 
taught core courses did not hold an undergraduate degree in the area in which they were certified 
to teach, whereas all of the participants who taught CTE courses either had work experience or 
an undergraduate degree focused in their content area. 
 
Nine of the 13 participants worked in a non-teaching field prior to becoming educators. When 
these nine participants began their teaching careers, six taught CTE courses and three taught core 
classes. Six participants had taught only CTE courses, six had taught only core courses, and one 
had taught both English and CTE courses during his career.  
 
The participants’ average years of teaching was approximately 9.5 years. Only three participants 
had more than ten years of experience, while eight had been employed in the teaching field 
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between five and ten years. All but two of the participants had experience leading a group of 
either teachers or students.  
 
Collective Accountability. Participants perceived that collective accountability was vital to the 
success of the team. The participants said that they previously believed that decisions were made 
at the administrator level and then trickled down to the teachers. In contrast, the participants 
found decision-making to be a team process within the shared leadership model. Within the 
model, they were allowed input at the beginning of every meeting and asked to contribute to the 
vision and mission of the college. Participants felt that they were free to make comments related 
to decision making without fear of reprimand. Contributing to decision-making was a new 
behavior that emerged through this model of shared leadership and resulted in participants 
feeling relevant. 
 
While bringing more people into roles of leadership, opportunities arise to spread the 
responsibilities that formerly may have been assigned to one person (Pearce et al., 2003). 
Creating a team of leaders allows the multitude of duties to be distributed among various 
persons, in turn alleviating some of the stress that would fall on the shoulders of a leader acting 
solo. The participants said that they felt comfortable approaching any member of the leadership 
team for any reason, as they understood that everyone in the building was working toward the 
same goals.  
 
The participants’ discussions of teaming related to Fletcher and Käufer’s (2003) merits of shared 
leadership. The authors indicated that implementation of the model can lead to an increase in 
productivity and promotion of distributed responsibility, participative processes, and working 
toward a shared goal.  
 
According to the participants, strength in relationships was key to the success of the CTE 
campus. Participants shared that leaders cannot prosper without building positive working 
relationships, and perceived that leadership effectiveness increases when teachers build personal 
relationships with their leaders. Additionally, multiple teachers posited that positive relationships 
increased the levels of trust among the team, which was a key factor in reaching goals.  
 
The implementation of the model was not without challenges. Several teachers shared that they 
were not sure of the purpose of the model, that they did not know who to go to, and that some 
teachers took longer to buy-in to the style of leadership. After administrators had delineated the 
purpose of the model, including the role of the teacher leader, several participants in the current 
study commented on how nice it was to have a teacher within their leadership team. They said 
that the teacher leader was a colleague simply trying to make their teaching better, and would 
often give them tips for their classroom of which they had never considered.  
 
Modeling of 21st Century Skills. Shared leadership on the CTE campus allowed students to 
experience the 21st century skills of collaboration and communication through adults modeling a 
form of teaming. Participants voiced many perceptions of shared leadership that elicited merits 
of the skills students must acquire to become both college and career ready. Of the 21st century 
skills mentioned, those of collaboration and communication were voiced most often. Participants 
expressed that the collaboration among teammates was extremely helpful in understanding the 
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big picture and purpose of the model. All of the participants appreciated being able to collaborate 
with team members and felt that they better understood the purpose of CTE thanks to the model 
of shared leadership. This model of shared leadership led to an increase in participants 
collaborating with each other, a characteristic that Katz and Kahn (1978) argued is inherent 
within shared leadership models.  
 
Participants utilized skills of communication and collaboration within the model of shared 
leadership. Many of the participants argued that communication was key to the success of the 
model, and some said the whole system would have fallen apart without true communication. 
With 21st century businesses requiring teamwork, these are two skills that students must master 
before entering the workplace (Partnership for 21st Century Skills, 2013). According to the 
participants in this study, implementing a model of shared leadership on this CTE campus with 
the purpose of preparing students for the workforce allowed students to observe teams of people 
working toward a common goal.  
 
Complex and Newfound Relationships 
The participants built relationships that impacted their teaching effectiveness. Persons in various 
departments were given time under this new model to sit across the table from one another and 
share thoughts and ideas on schooling and the methods by which students were taught. Similar to 
Kouzes and Posner’s (2012) ideas that regard leadership as relationship-based, all of the 
participants expressed an enjoyment of the new relationships, and many of them shared that they 
learned new methods of teaching from the varying experience levels and content knowledge 
within the group.  
 
The participants perceived that these relationships would not have been created under a 
hierarchical model of educational leadership, as the shared leadership model allowed time for 
cross-curricular conversations to occur. This model of leadership allowed persons to come 
together and share teaching practices, discuss student achievement, and create an overall positive 
impact on their productivity. The participants shared that their conversations with teachers in 
other content areas broadened their understanding of the application of CTE in schools. 
 
Additionally, teacher conversations led to further collaboration with leaders regarding their 
teaching practices. One participant expressed that getting to sit down with an administrator who 
was concerned about his lesson plans was unheard of under a model of traditional educational 
leadership. The participants perceived that these relationships teachers formed with the 
leadership team led to greater effectiveness in the classroom. 
Impact of Job Satisfaction 
 
During the interviews, the participants described various aspects of their job satisfaction during 
previous years of top-down leadership style and during the school year in which the shared 
leadership model was implemented. Song, Martens, McCharen, and Ausburn (2011) found that 
creating a supportive learning climate and implementing effective school leadership were key 
features in lowering teacher turnover rates on a CTE campus. In the current study, participants 
discussed enjoying the support of leadership within the model; they especially benefitted from 
the new, cross-curricular relationships they built through the shared leadership meetings.  
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One participant’s negative remarks were in relation to the students she taught, rather than toward 
the leadership team. Teamwork was the focus of many of the positive responses, specifically the 
ability to have a voice in decision-making. Participants also shared that they enjoyed having 
three leaders who were focused on their group, and their group alone. The teachers expressed 
having felt more valued as a result of the input they were allowed to have in the decision-making 
process. Overall, they stated that having someone simply listen to their ideas and follow through 
with suggestions positively impacted the way they felt about their jobs. 
 
All but two participants discussed how much they valued their job as a teacher. The majority of 
the participants shared that the success of their students made them feel the most appreciated. 
Frustrations that participants voiced from years prior centered on the logistics of being a teacher: 
paperwork, directives, and lack of communication. Discipline also was mentioned as an irritant 
within the participants’ careers. A noteworthy difference in frustrations during the shared 
leadership model was the lack of complaints about directives; none of the participants mentioned 
having any frustration involving directives during the year of shared leadership. 
 
The teachers listed appreciation from students as their primary source of acknowledgement in 
years prior to the implementation of the shared leadership model. When asked about the year of 
shared leadership, discussions included their ability to provide input toward the vision and 
mission of their team. Participants listed the verbal affirmations they received from their campus 
administrators both in prior years and during shared leadership, with distinction including the 
frequency and specificity of the affirmations from the leaders within the triad model. In addition, 
two teachers mentioned receiving positive evaluations as a form of leadership appreciation. 
Finally, multiple participants spent time outlining how much they valued being able to have 
input toward the goals of their group.  
 
Discussion 
The relationships teachers made within their first year of the implementation of the shared 
leadership model positively impacted their teaching practices and allowed for teachers to make 
better connections between CTE and core classes through cross-curricular teaming. The 
participants who taught core classes expressed having a better understanding of CTE programs 
after the implementation of shared leadership due to their newfound professional relationships 
with CTE teachers. As traditional implementers of leadership in education often do not carve out 
time for cross-curricular conversations (Fletcher & Käufer, 2003), a shared model of leadership 
could impact the vision of CTE campuses by preparing students to be both college and career 
ready. 
 
When the participants were asked about their overall job satisfaction, 8 of the 13 teachers 
expressed a definitive positive impact. The methods of bringing teachers into the decision-
making processes eliminated many feelings of resentment toward directives teachers felt in the 
past. Consequently, when the participants were asked to delineate their frustrations with shared 
leadership, no participant mentioned directives as an issue. The teachers utilized characteristics 
of 21st century skills related to teaming, built cross-curricular relationships that added value to 
their teaching practices, and experienced positive impacts on their perceived levels of job 
satisfaction.  
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Implications for Practice 
Teachers’ increases in productivity, relational-capacity, and effective teaching practices were all 
found to be results of the shared leadership implementation. With these benefits, shared 
leadership should be considered by leaders who seek to increase levels of teacher involvement on 
campus. The impact the model had on these participants led to larger amounts of productivity, as 
well as new ways in which to teach content.  
 
Some participants were concerned about who they should contact to receive assistance on certain 
topics. Asking leadership teams to create a graphic model with various overarching topics could 
help teachers understand who should handle what type of situations and could alleviate some of 
the role ambiguity of implementing new leadership roles. To prevent any feelings of isolationism 
and ensure that the larger leadership team is on the same page, campus leaders should meet with 
teachers to create a shared vision for the school. Teachers and administrators could discuss the 
campus vision as a whole, and the sense of division that teachers sometimes feel could be 
decreased. 
Recommendations for Further Research 
This study was limited by the fact that it included just one CTE campus. Conducting a similar 
study with a larger number of participants could broaden the understanding of shared leadership. 
Further research is needed to examine the effects that additional educational practices in CTE 
programs have on teachers. As students are the focal point of education, it is imperative that 
further research be conducted based on student perceptions of leadership on CTE campuses. The 
perceptions of campus administrators in regard to shared leadership also could prove valuable to 
persons hoping to implement a model of shared leadership on a CTE campus. 
 
In this study it was found that a group of CTE teachers held similar perceptions of those who 
taught core courses. Persons involved in teaching CTE echoed the same sentiments as those 
teaching core classes within a shared leadership model. As CTE is still a growing realm in the 
world of education, researchers should investigate various topics through the eyes of those 
teaching CTE classes.  
Conclusion 
CTE programs are facilitated by many schools’ educators to address the concern with students 
becoming college and career ready. Through this study it was found that utilizing models of 
shared leadership can be an effective means of modeling 21st century skills for students entering 
the workforce after graduating from high school.  
 
Effective shared leadership can lead to higher levels of productivity and increased teacher 
effectiveness. Further, the implementation of shared leadership can increase participants’ 
perceived levels of job satisfaction through their impact on the decision-making process. As 
shared leadership participants utilize characteristics of 21st century skills, the implementation of 
this model of leadership could be beneficial to students who seek to meet workforce demands by 
helping them to graduate high school with skills such as collaboration and communication 
among teammates.  
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School climate is one of the most significant factors in solidifying an effective learning 
environment.  In today’s complex educational system, leaders face daily challenges in the world 
of high stakes testing and state accreditation that force them to ensure that they have 
implemented reforms that will provide sustained improvement in student achievement.  As a 
result, school leaders and teachers must possess the ability to change and adapt to their 
conditions for continuous organizational improvement despite possible resistance from 
stakeholders.  Moreover, with diverse teacher experience levels, leaders consistently assess and 
evaluate the instructional practices in their building to empower teachers to engage and motivate 
their students (Kelley, Thornton, & Daugherty, 2005).  Thus, the school’s educational leader and 
the climate that he or she helps to establish directly impacts the school’s environment and 
teachers’ perception of that environment. 
Conceptual Framework 
The conceptual framework for the study was primarily based on Albert Bandura’s Social 
Cognitive Theory and Julian Rotter’s Locus of Control Theory.  First, Bandura publicly 
announced his theory in 1977, while he was a professor at Stanford University, and he continued 
to devote his research to the subject throughout his life.  He then expanded his research to 
distinctively define self-efficacy and what it means to the teaching profession.  Second, Rotter’s 
Locus of Control Theory is essential to self-efficacy because it focuses on causal beliefs of 
actions and outcomes and whether those actions and outcomes have internal or external controls 
(Bandura, 1977; Rotter, 1966).  
 
Social cognitive theory. In the 1960s, Alberta Bandura developed the Social Learning Theory, 
but after further research and study, in 1986, his theory evolved into what is today known as the 
Social Cognitive Theory.  Through the Social Cognitive Theory, Bandura emphasized that the 
reciprocal interaction of a behavior, person, and environment is where learning occurs in a social 
setting (Boston University School of Public Health, 2013).  Thus, there is a strong influence on 
social factors and the role of internal and external reinforcements that may affect those factors.  
What makes the Social Cognitive Theory unique compared to many other social theories is the 
way that it looks at how individuals acquire a behavior and their ability to maintain it coupled 
with determining the social environment in which one exhibits the behavior (Bandura, 1986).  
                                                          
i Paige Lacks can be reached at placks@mcpsweb.org. 
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Locus of control theory. Julian Rotter’s Locus of Control Theory, developed in 1966, is 
essential to self-efficacy. Rotter (1966) defined his theory in terms of one’s general cross-
sectional belief about feelings of internal and external controls that determine outcomes and 
actions.  Individuals are classified based on a continuum from extremely internal to extremely 
external based on their beliefs (Mearns, 2014).  The theory states that people who possess an 
internal locus of control will conclude that their self-efficacy is measured by factors they 
personally control.  These people believe that they can control their own lives because 
responsibility lies within them. As a result, any success or failure that they encounter is solely 
due to their own efforts.   In contrast, individuals possessing an external locus of control feel that 
outside factors for which they have no control determine outcomes and actions. 
   
Self-Efficacy. Bandura (1986, 1997) proposes four sources of teacher’s self-efficacy: mastery 
experiences, which he notes as the most significant factor, vicarious experiences, verbal 
persuasion, and physiological arousal.  First, mastery experiences are defined by a teacher’s 
perception of his or her past teaching experiences.  Hoy (2003) asserts that if one has a positive 
perception (successful mastery), his or her expectations of teaching will be proficient, unless the 
amount of work to get the positive perception requires a massive work level that the teacher feels 
that he or she cannot sustain.  In contrast, if one believes his or her teaching has been a failure, 
he or she is apt to think that future teaching performances will provide the same result.  
Teacher self-efficacy. Ross (1994) researched teacher efficacy studies in over 88 settings and 
determined that teachers with a high sense of efficacy are more likely to “learn and use new 
approaches and strategies for teaching, use management techniques that enhance student 
autonomy, provide special assistance to low achieving students, build students’ self-perceptions 
of their academic skills, set attainable goals, and persist in the face of student failure” (qtd in 
Hoy, 2003-2004).  All teachers have a sense of self-efficacy; however, there are two specific 
types of belief systems that make up this broad term.  First, a teacher’s personal teaching 
efficacy is defined by a teacher’s own feelings of confidence in terms of his or her teaching skills 
and abilities to improve student learning.  The other belief, a general teaching efficacy, is based 
on a general belief that one has about the power of teachers to reach difficult children (Protheroe, 
2008). General teaching efficacy relies heavily on external issues that are out of the teacher’s 
control.  
School Climate 
Several researchers have defined school climate.  Hoy and Miskel (2005) explained it as “the set 
of internal characteristics that distinguish one school from another and influence the behaviors of 
each school’s members” (pg. 185).  Van Houtte (2005) emphasized that school climate is 
comprised of common beliefs and shared experiences between school authorities and colleagues.  
Perhaps one of the most widely accepted definitions written by Haynes, Emmons and Ben-Avie 
(1997) stated that it is “the quality and consistency of interpersonal interactions within the school 
community that influence children’s cognitive, social, and psychological development” (p. 322).  
Thus, due to its connection to attitude and perception, climate plays a significant role in the 
overall makeup of a school. 
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School climate and the principal. Perhaps one of the biggest factors in determining teachers’ 
perception of school climate is the principal, or educational leader.  Thus, creating a supportive 
school climate is the responsibility of the school leader.  They must foster a community where 
teachers can share ideas and feel comfortable sharing experiences that positively influence the 
atmosphere (Meristo & Eisenschmidt, 2014).  The everyday interactions that principals have 
with their teachers can affect trust and collegiality and the teachers’ ability to influence 
decisions.  Moreover, when such relationships exist, they impact student achievement and 
performance, as teachers feel supported and mutually respected (Edgerson et al, 2006; Friedkin 
& Slater, 1994).  They also work together to problem solve and achieve common goals. As a 
result, teacher perceptions of support from their principal directly impact teacher commitment, 
turnover, and collegiality (Singh & Billingsley, 1998).  
School climate and teachers. Collie, Shapka, and Perry (2012) examined the relationship 
between teachers’ perceptions of their social-emotional learning and the climate within their 
schools.  They measured three variables to determine the type and level of relationship that exists 
between the three: teachers’ sense of stress, teaching efficacy, and job satisfaction.  Sampling 
664 elementary and secondary school teachers, each participant completed an online 
questionnaire to measure teacher perceptions of their school climate and social-emotional 
learning.  Of the factors reviewed, teachers’ perceptions of student motivation and behavior had 
the most significant impact on school climate. It was also named as a variable that meaningfully 
predicted one’s teaching efficacy.  Two other specific factors, workload stress and student 
behavior stress, were also highly noted as factors that determined one’s sense of teaching 
efficacy (Collie, Shapka & Perry, 2012).   
 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to determine if a relationship exists between teacher perception of 
school climate and teacher self-efficacy and beliefs.  The predictor variables of interest were 
collegial leadership, professionalism, academic press, and community engagement.  The criterion 
variable was teacher self-efficacy level.  Licensed teachers from two middle schools in rural 
southern Virginia were targeted to participate in this study. 
 
Research Design 
This study was quantitative in nature, using a correlational research design.  A correlational 
design is a focused, straightforward study, which seeks to determine if a relationship exists 
between variables in a single group of subjects, and if such relationship does exist, it determines 
the strength, or lack thereof, of the relationship (Hoy & Miskel, 2005).  It was conducted to 
determine if a statistical relationship existed between middle schools.  The surveys for this study 
were distributed to all licensed teachers working at two middle schools in rural southern 
Virginia.  The research questions were evaluated for a relationship between one or more of the 
four School Climate Index subscales (Tschannen-Moran, Parish and DiPaola (2006), and the 
Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk and Hoy (2001) using Pearson 
Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient statistics. 
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Research Questions 
RQ1:  Is there a relationship between teacher-perceived school climate (measured by the total 
School Climate Index) and teacher self-efficacy (measured by the Teacher Sense of Efficacy 
Scale)?  
RQ2:  Is there a relationship between teacher-perceived collegial leadership (as measured by the 
School Climate Index) and teacher self-efficacy (measured by the Teacher Sense of Efficacy 
Scale).  
RQ3: Is there a relationship between teacher-perceived teacher professionalism (as measured by 
the School Climate Index) and teacher self-efficacy (measured by the Teacher Sense of Efficacy 
Scale).  
RQ4: Is there a relationship between teacher-perceived academic press (as measured by the 
School Climate Index) and teacher self-efficacy (measured by the Teacher Sense of Efficacy 
Scale).  
RQ5: Is there a relationship between teacher-perceived community engagement (as measured by 
the School Climate Index) and teacher self-efficacy (measured by the Teacher Sense of Efficacy 
Scale).  
 
Sample 
The sample for the study was comprised of middle school teachers employed at two different 
schools in one school division.  The school system is located in Southside Virginia, a rural area 
known for its agricultural community.  The system provided education services to approximately 
4,584 students and employed 350 teachers during the 2014-2015 school year.  The school district 
contains eight schools: four elementary, two middle, and two high schools.  The research was 
performed in the two middle schools in the district.  Both middle schools house grades 6-8, have 
similar demographics, and are located in rural areas.  The sample for the proposed study 
consisted of all respondents from the total eighty-six licensed teachers. 
 
The combined statistics of teachers from MS 1 and MS 2 produced several results.  Sixteen 
percent of the teachers were in their first year of teaching, 33% had one to ten years of 
experience, 32% had 11 to 20 years of experience, and 19% had more than 20 years of 
experience.  Sixty-five percent were female, and 35% percent were male.  Fifty-eight percent had 
a Bachelor Degree as their highest level of education, 42% had a graduate degree.  The ethnicity 
of the teachers was as follows: 76% white, 20% black, and 4% other.  The total number of 
surveys returned was 56, which produced a 65% total return rate for both surveys at both school.  
Instrumentation 
The two instruments used in the study were School Climate Index (SCI), developed by 
Tschannen-Moran, Parrish and DiPaola (2006), and the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES), 
developed by Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001).  Both instruments are commonly used for 
measuring data.  
 
In order to capture the teachers’ perception of their school climate, the instrument selected for 
the purpose of the study was the School Climate Index (SCI).  The SCI consists of 28 questions 
ranked on a five-point Likert scale.  The questions measured overall school climate by dividing 
the items into four subcategories.  The model for SCI described major aspects of school climate 
through focusing on four specific subscales: collegial leadership, teacher professionalism, 
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academic press, and community engagement.  The authors of the School Climate Index, 
Tschannen-Moran, Parish, and DiPaola (2006) provided strong reliability data for their study.  
The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of reliability for the full SCI was 0.96. Each of the four 
subscales also had a high reliability: collegial leadership (0.93), teacher professionalism (0.94), 
academic press (0.92), and community engagement (0.93).   
 
The second instrument used in the study was the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES), also 
developed by Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001).  This instrument was selected to capture 
teacher perceptions of their self-efficacy.  The TSES consists of twenty-four questions ranked on 
a nine-point Likert scale.  For each statement, the possible answers were as follows: A Great 
Deal = 9, Quite a Bit = 7, Some Degree = 5, Very Little = 3, and None at All = 1.  The higher the 
composite score of the responses meant the higher the teachers’ perception of his or her sense of 
self-efficacy.  The authors of the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale, Tschannen-Moran and Hoy 
(2001), provided Cronbach’s alpha reliability ratings of 0.94.   
Procedures 
Data collected through the two survey instruments, School Climate Index (SCI) and the 
Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES), were analyzed to determine if there was a 
relationship between school climate and teacher self-efficacy and beliefs.  The researchers 
compiled the data in Excel and used a summary sheet to score each respondent’s survey.  Each 
survey was given a unique identification code to pair it with a scoring sheet so that it may be 
matched in the event of a discrepancy.  The SCI scoring sheet was separated to provide a total 
score as well as a score for each of the four subcategories.  The TSES scoring sheet included the 
total overall sum of each participant’s score.  The presentation of the data is shown for the SCI, 
TSES, and the various categorical means for the subgroups of the SCI survey.   
 
Findings 
The means and standard deviations for each of the criterion and predictor variables are listed in 
Table 1.  The criterion variable was the total score from the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale 
(TSES).  The predictor variables were the total scores from the School Climate Index (SCI) and 
the four subcategories of the SCI (collegial leadership, teacher professionalism, academic press, 
and community engagement). 
Table 1 
Descriptive Statistics for All Variables 
Variable       N  Mean  S.D. 
TSES Total       55  169.9  17.72 
SCI Total       55  94.49  12.83 
Collegial Leadership      55  23.71    5.29 
Teacher Professionalism     55  30.18    4.01 
Academic Press      55  19.67    3.48 
Community Engagement     55  20.93    3.35 
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Statistical Results 
A Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient analysis was conducted to test each 
question.  Table 2 provides the Pearson correlation for each dependent variable.   
Table 2 
Pearson Correlations between Perceived School Climate and Teacher Sense of Efficacy 
         TSES Total  p= 
SCI Total         .190  .165 
Collegial Leadership        .009  .948 
Teacher Professionalism       .112  .416 
Academic Press        .179  .190 
Community Engagement       .393**  .003 
n=55 
**Highly Significant Correlation 
Question one  
Question one was as follows: Is there a relationship between teacher-perceived school climate 
(measured by the total School Climate Index) and teacher self-efficacy (measured by the Teacher 
Sense of Efficacy Scale)?   The Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient was calculated 
between the SCI (M=94.49, SD= 12.83) and the TSES (M=169.9, SD = 17.72), which revealed a 
lack of significant correlation, r (53) = .190, p = .165.  Teachers’ sense of self-efficacy was not 
significantly correlated to teachers’ beliefs about school climate.  
Question two 
Question two asked: Is there a relationship between teacher-perceived collegial leadership (as 
measured by the School Climate Index) and teacher self-efficacy (measured by the Teacher 
Sense of Efficacy Scale).  The Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient was calculated 
to determine any relationship between collegial leadership (M=23.71, SD= 5.29) and teacher 
sense of efficacy (M=169.9, SD=17.72).  The results of the test, r (53) = .009, p = .948, revealed 
that there was no significant correlation between collegial leadership and teacher self-efficacy.  
Question three  
Question three asked:  Is there a relationship between teacher-perceived teacher professionalism 
(as measured by the School Climate Index) and teacher self-efficacy (measured by the Teacher 
Sense of Efficacy Scale).  The Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient was calculated 
between teacher professionalism (M = 30.18, SD = 4.01) and teacher sense of efficacy 
(M=169.9, SD=17.72).  A lack of significant correlation was shown as a result of r (53) = .112, p 
= .416.  Teacher professionalism was not significantly correlated to teacher sense of efficacy. 
Question four 
Question four stated:  Is there a relationship between teacher-perceived academic press (as 
measured by the School Climate Index) and teacher self-efficacy (measured by the Teacher 
Sense of Efficacy Scale).  The Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient was calculated 
to determine if a relationship existed between academic press (M = 19.67, SD = 3.48) and 
teacher sense of efficacy (M = 169.9, SD = 17.72), and the results, r (53) = .179, p = .190, 
revealed a lack of significant correlation.  
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Question five 
Question five stated:  Is there a relationship between teacher-perceived community engagement 
(as measured by the School Climate Index) and teacher self-efficacy (measured by the Teacher 
Sense of Efficacy Scale).  The Pearson Product- Moment Correlation Coefficient was calculated 
to conclude if a relationship existed between community engagement (M = 20.93, SD 3.35) and 
teacher sense of efficacy (M = 169.9, SD = 17.72).  The test revealed a positive significant 
correlation between community engagement and teacher sense of efficacy, as indicated by the 
results, r (53) = .393, p = .003.  Thus, community engagement was significantly and positively 
correlated to teacher sense of self-efficacy.  
Discussion and Conclusions 
The preponderance of research supports the link between positive school climate and a sense of 
belonging to stakeholders through a supportive atmosphere promoting shared values and beliefs 
(Manning & Saddlemire, 1996).  According to Taylor and Tashakkori (1995), teachers who work 
in schools with a positive school climate report higher job satisfaction compared to those 
working in schools with perceived negative climate.  In addition, Bandura’s Social Cognitive 
Theory analyzes cognitive, behavioral, and environmental factors of self-efficacy in conjunction 
with personal and social change (Bandura, 1986).  Rotter’s Locus of Control Theory (1966) 
relates to self-efficacy because it focuses on causal beliefs of actions and outcomes and whether 
or not those actions and outcomes have internal or external controls.  Hoy (2003-2004) further 
stated that teachers with a high sense of self-efficacy typically have an easier time producing 
cognitive growth in their students and motivating them.  Teachers who exhibit such 
characteristics recover quickly from setbacks and have an optimistic approach to trying new 
concepts or techniques. 
 
The findings of the present study do not align well with results from other studies with the 
exception of relationship between teacher-perceived community engagement and teacher self-
efficacy.  Other researchers have found a connection from collegial leadership to teacher self-
efficacy.  Hipp (1996) discovered that principals who modeled leadership behaviors such as risk 
taking and cooperation had teachers with high levels of efficacy in their buildings.  Lee, Dedrick, 
and Smith (1991) concluded that principals who modeled professional behavior and provided 
performance-based rewards had teachers with a high sense of efficacy.  In addition, Goddard 
(2001) found that schools with principals who promoted shared decision making on school issues 
produced stronger teacher collective efficacy to help students to prosper compared to those who 
school leaders who did not share decision making with their teachers. 
 
Chan, Chan, Cheung, Mgan and Yeung (1992) found that teachers’ perception of self and of their 
pedagogical self were significant factors of teacher behavior, which was a predictor of student 
achievement.  Moreover, Devos, Dupriez, and Paquay (2012) concluded that collaboration with 
colleagues helped to improve teacher self-efficacy.  Angelle and Teague (2014) observed a 
strong relationship exists between collective efficacy and teacher leadership.  Moreover, teachers 
who perceive that they have a leadership role in their school display higher levels of collective 
efficacy.  Conner (2014) found that teacher relationships are essential for a successful school 
climate and that camaraderie is essential for building relations.  When teachers have a 
relationship among themselves that fosters collaboration and communication, they produce 
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strong teacher-teacher and teacher-student relationships to optimize student learning and 
achievement.     
 
Lee and Smith (1996) found that schools where teachers take collective responsibility for their 
students’ academic success or failure instead of making excuses by blaming students for their 
own failure produced significantly higher student achievement gains.  They also discovered that 
such schools produced smaller achievement gaps over time due to the strong collective efficacy 
of teachers who pushed their disadvantaged students to keep on pace with their peers.  
 
Moreover, Goddard, LoGerfo, and Hoy (2004) studied ninety-six rural, suburban, and urban high 
schools and found the strongest predictor of student achievement in reading, writing, and social 
studies was a school’s collective efficacy, which outranked variables including school size, 
minority enrollment, students’ socioeconomic status, and students’ prior achievement.   
 
Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk, Hoy and Hoy (1998) concluded community factors impact local 
schools: “conflict, violence, or substance abuse at home or in the community; the value placed 
on education at home; the social and economic realities of class, race, and gender; and the 
physiological, emotional, and cognitive needs of a particular child all have a very real impact on 
a student’s motivation and performance in school” (p. 204).  In addition, Goddard, Hoy, and Hoy 
(2000) discovered that a negative socioeconomic status of community can be offset when a 
positive relationship exists between collective efficacy of stakeholders and student achievement.  
Belfi, Gielen, DeFraine, Verschveren and Meredith (2015) discovered that a relationship 
between collective teacher efficacy and school socioeconomic status existed between the two 
factors but that teachers’ perceptions of their school’s social capital was the main factor in their 
relationship.   
 
In conclusion, all stakeholders within a school and community help to form the school’s climate.  
Because a teacher has the most day-to-day interactions with students while he or she is at school, 
the teacher has an opportunity to shape the school into a positive, effective learning environment 
or a negative, ineffective one.  Thus, the ability of a teacher to be effective in his or her 
classroom is paramount for a school’s success.  Even though there are many factors that 
influence a school’s climate, research has pointed to teacher self-efficacy as one of the most 
conclusive.  Teachers who believe that they have the ability to make a positive impact on their 
students by helping them make advances in their learning and growth embody a strong sense of 
self-efficacy.  Research supports that a positive correlation exists between teacher self-efficacy 
and student achievement (Protheroe, 2008; Hoy, Sweetland, & Smith, 2002).  Thus, it is 
imperative that school leaders take note of the research that identifies teacher self-efficacy and its 
association with school climate.  
 
This research data for this study did not reflect and support prior research studies that show that a 
relationship exists between overall school climate and teacher self-efficacy.  Instead, this study 
showed that there was no correlation to school climate and teacher self-efficacy as well as 
teacher self-efficacy and collegial leadership, teacher self-efficacy and teacher professionalism, 
and teacher self-efficacy and academic press.  None of these factors, therefore, aligned with the 
research presented that shows that a positive relationship does exist between school climate and 
teacher self-efficacy.  The present research did not show that a relationship exists between 
teacher school climate and self-efficacy except for the area of teacher self-efficacy and 
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community engagement.  The relationship was a strong, positive correlation demonstrating that 
when one variable (either the teacher self-efficacy or community engagement) increases, the 
other increases as well.   
 
Implications 
Results from this research indicated that a statistical significance only existed in the correlation 
between teacher self-efficacy and community engagement.  The statistical tests included 
indicated a positive correlation between the two factors.  This finding may mean that schools that 
are located in communities where stakeholders become involved in their school’s activities and 
outreach projects have teachers with higher self-efficacy compared to communities that have 
stakeholders that do not become engaged in their local school.  Perhaps a focus on how a 
community engages in a school is more of an indicator of teacher self-efficacy versus just the 
overall fact of if stakeholders in the community are engaging or not.   
 
Teachers notice that when their community supports the work that they are doing in the 
classroom to grow the future leaders of their community (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 
2001).  Communities with stakeholders who have a vested interest in student growth and 
learning may positively affect teacher self-efficacy.  Moreover, an implication of this study may 
be that there is more of an effect of community engagement on teacher self-efficacy compared to 
the attitudes and behaviors specifically controlled by stakeholders such as principals, teachers, 
and students within the school building.  
 
Limitations 
This research study was limited to two middle schools located in rural southern Virginia.  Out of 
eighty-six possible participants, fifty-six participants participated by completing both the 
Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) and the School Climate Index (SCI).  Based on the 
location in which the study was conducted, results from this research may not be used to make 
several generalizations.  First, since data were gathered from teachers in the middle school 
setting, the results may not be applicable to elementary school and high school populations.  
Moreover, the research was conducted at schools located in a rural setting, so generalizations 
may not be made by schools located in urban or suburban regions.  Therefore, principals and 
teachers in the elementary school and high school settings as well as in urban and suburban areas 
should use caution when generalizing the study’s findings.     
 
Recommendations for Future Research 
Based on the research findings, more research is recommended to further the understanding of 
the relationship between school climate, teacher self-efficacy, and teacher beliefs.  The following 
recommendations should be considered for further study: 
1. A qualitative study would help to bring a deeper understanding of the thoughts, 
feelings, and attitudes of participants about their perceptions of school climate and its 
impact on teacher self-efficacy. 
2. This study could benefit from having a larger sample size to include middle schools 
from other school districts.  Also, this study should be replicated in multiple states in 
multiple school districts to determine possible geographic similarities and differences. 
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A vast body of research supports the notion that school leadership is the second most influential 
factor on student achievement, behind only the classroom teacher (Davis & Darling-Hammond, 
2012; Lynch, 2012; Mendels & Mitgang, 2013; Miller, 2013; Pannell, Peltier-Glaze, Haynes, 
Davis, & Skelton, 2015).  Lawmakers have begun to recognize the significance of the principal’s 
impact on student achievement, and while waiting on reauthorization of federal education 
legislation, the United States Department of Education (USDE) included a principal evaluation 
component in the requirements for states to waive certain provisions of the No Child Left Behind 
Act (NCLB) of 2001.  To request flexibility, states were required to develop a principal 
evaluation system that met certain criteria as outlined by the USDE, including the use of student 
outcomes as a major component of the evaluation system. 
 
As states began to develop a principal evaluation system, one state opted to include a multi-rater 
survey component to comprise 30% of the overall principal evaluation score.  The Vanderbilt 
Assessment of Leadership in Education (VAL-EDTM), a multi-rater survey closely aligned to the 
Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) 2008 Standards was used in the pilot 
year of implementation, and the state subsequently developed its own statewide, multi-rater 
survey based upon the state leadership standards (D. Murphy, personal communication, February 
02, 2016). The survey included ratings from certified staff, the principal, and the principal’s 
supervisor on indicators of leadership effectiveness. 
Statement of the Problem 
The impact school leaders have on student achievement is prominent in the national conversation 
regarding educational reform.  Perhaps, one of the most highly debated topics is how to assess 
their impact, and recent legislation tasked every state with determining how to evaluate principal 
effectiveness.  Any new or customized evaluation tool requires years of data for study to ensure 
its reliability, and state officials need data to determine if the multi-rater feedback supports 
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improved professional practice of school leaders.  Data from studies such as this can help with 
these determinations.   
 
 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to explore the relationship between principal self-efficacy and the 
assessment rating of their certified staff regarding leadership behaviors.  The research sought to 
determine if a statistically significant difference between mean self-assessment scores of 
principals and assessment scores of their certified staff existed when grouped by school 
accountability rating.   
Significance of the Study 
Results from this study may provide leaders, legislators, and researchers who develop school 
administrator evaluation systems with information regarding how perception data from principals 
and teachers compared when grouped by the school’s most recent accountability rating.  Results 
from this study are available for consideration as states work to develop effective principal 
evaluation systems.  In addition, this study provided data regarding how principals of varying 
school performance levels rated themselves in comparison to how certified staff members rated 
them.  Comparing these data allows researchers to consider whether school administrators and 
certified staff defined school leadership abilities and behaviors similarly, even though they 
observed them from different vantage points. This study also provided information regarding a 
substantial component of the principal evaluation system that, when considered with other data 
over time, may support the use of a multi-rater survey as part of the evaluation system for 
principals. 
Theoretical Framework 
Research has explored cognitive processing theories to explain how, why, and when behavior 
change occurs because of feedback.  Several researchers referenced the role of attention as an 
essential element for behavior change, with both cognitive and behavioral actions found to result 
from the direction of the attention or limited attention (Hu, Chen, & Tian, 2016; King, 2016; 
Kluger & DeNisi, 1996, 1998; Locke & Latham, 2002).  Kluger and DeNisi’s (1996, 1998) 
Feedback Intervention Theory (FIT) identified attention as a key component in feedback 
resulting in subsequent behavior change. 
 
Feedback Intervention Theory (FIT) included an evaluation step during which feedback was 
compared to a standard or goal, and this comparison produced an awareness of a discrepancy or 
a gap.  The theory proposed that, after the identification of the discrepancy or gap, a person’s 
locus of attention would change to either the self, the specific task, or the components of the task, 
and that people act on that which their attention is focused (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996, 1998).  
Similarly, in another seminal study, Locke and Latham (2002) identified attention as essential to 
attaining goals and asserted people tend to focus attention and effort towards activities that 
would help them to attain their goals and away from activities that would not help.  In addition to 
where attention was directed, personality characteristics and feedback purpose helped determine 
whether the subsequent behavior change was positive in nature or resulted in negative feelings 
and a decline in performance (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996, 1998).  Collectively, this theoretical 
perspective regarding how feedback could effectively be used to improve professional practice, 
as well as considerations when planning the use of feedback to increase the likelihood of 
resulting in positive behavior change was the framework that shaped this research.  
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Review of the Literature 
Since the late 1980s, multi-rater feedback has been widely used in the corporate world, most 
commonly in the form of a survey.  Prior to the dramatic increase in the use of multiple 
perceptions to provide feedback regarding a leader’s performance, most managers’ performance 
was evaluated by a supervisor using a top-down approach (Ling, 2012).  The author noted, as 
leadership in organizations became more team-based, and in many instances, levels of 
management or leadership hierarchy were erased, a focus on obtaining feedback from 
stakeholders increased.  As the role of the school principal has shifted away from managerial 
supervision to one of an instruction leader and schools have begun to incorporate more teamwork 
through distributed leadership practices, recent educational reform has generated much interest in 
the evaluation of school leadership and obtaining feedback from stakeholders as part of a 
principal evaluation system.  
 
Purpose of Feedback 
Past research has identified the purpose of feedback as an attempt to improve performance 
through an increase in self-awareness, thus prompting oneself to seek to reduce the gap between 
expectation and performance or to reach a goal or standard (Baumeister, Vohs, DeWall, & 
Zhang, 2007; Kluger & DeNisi, 1998; Orr, Swisher, Tang, & De Meuse, 2010; Yammarino & 
Atwater, 1997).  Using multi-rater feedback provides leaders with perception data from other 
stakeholder groups with which to compare a self-assessment to determine areas of discrepancy, 
thus increasing self-awareness and helping detect both hidden strengths and blind spots (Orr et 
al., 2010; Van Velsor, Taylor, & Leslie, 1993).  A meta-analysis of 131 studies regarding 
feedback intervention, in which one-third of the studies reported a decline in performance, 
contended effectiveness of feedback in behavior change was dependent upon several factors, 
including how the person receiving the feedback reacted and processed the feedback (Kluger and 
DeNisi, 1996).  
 
Categories of raters.  To understand how and when multi-rater feedback resulted in behavior 
change, it is important to understand certain characteristics that emerged as groups of raters were 
identified.  Seminal research studies grouped leaders into three categories based upon the results 
of the comparisons: overraters, underraters, and in-agreement raters (broken into two subgroups: 
in-agreement/good and in-agreement/poor) (Atwater & Yammarino, 1992; Van Velsor et al., 
1993; Yammarino & Atwater, 1997).  According to Van Velsor et al. (1993), overraters, or 
leaders who rated themselves higher than others, tended to have the lowest ratings from others in 
studies that compared all three categories of raters, while underraters, or those leaders who 
tended to rate themselves lower than others, were found to have the highest effectiveness ratings 
from others.   
 
The discrepancy between self-rating and others’ rating was considered an indicator of potentially 
low self-awareness (Yammarino & Atwater, 1993), although many researchers acknowledged 
differences in opportunities to observe behaviors, training differences, and different opportunities 
to interact with the leader could have affected others’ ratings (e.g., Cheung, 1999; Ling, 2012).  
Those who rated themselves as others rated them were identified as in-agreement raters, with 
two distinctions – either in-agreement/good or in-agreement/poor (Atwater & Yammarino, 1992; 
Van Velsor et al., 1993; Yammarino & Atwater, 1997).  In-agreement raters were considered the 
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most self-aware by definition, and Atwater and Yammarino (1992) claimed people with a high 
degree of self-awareness tended to process and use feedback to self-regulate behavior or 
improve. 
 
The role of self-efficacy.  Bandura (2012) defined self-efficacy as “a judgment of capability” (p. 
29), and it is task-specific based upon social cognitive theory of motivation and behavior.  In 
order to understand how one views the usefulness of feedback, how self-efficacy affects the 
processing and subsequent use of feedback to improve performance must be considered.  First, 
the belief in one’s own ability to achieve or perform certain tasks need to be separated from 
one’s feelings of self-worth, as they represent two very different concepts (Cervone, Mor, Orom, 
Shadel, & Scott, 2011).  Second, Bandura (1977) differentiated between achievements that rely 
more on ability from those that rely more on effort expended.  Bandura noted people processed 
successful task performance differently, with easy task success often attributed to ability with no 
new learning perceived as occurring.  Tasks people conceptualized as requiring more effort were 
considered to involve learning new information (Bandura, 1977).  This distinction is important 
when dealing with maximizing feedback effectiveness, as limited attention and self-efficacy 
affect prioritization of areas identified as needing improvement. 
 
Using Multi-Rater Feedback in Evaluating School Administrators 
Variations in what denotes principal effectiveness has contributed multitude of approaches being 
used to evaluate school leaders.  Principals’ performance evaluation tools should communicate 
what defines successful school leadership because how principals are evaluated conveys to them 
the priorities and expectations of the governing organization and serves as an indicator of 
successful job performance (Catano & Stronge, 2007).  While the use of high-stakes student 
assessment data in educator evaluation systems has been controversial, most research supports 
the use of high-stakes student outcome data as long as other measures are included as part of the 
principal evaluation system, such as observation of principal performance, teacher growth, and 
multi-rater surveys, to capture a better picture of the actual constellation of duties principals 
performed (Pannell et al., 2015; Clifford, Behrstock-Sheratt, & Fetters, 2012; Clifford Hansen, & 
Wraight, 2014; Grissom, Kalogrides, & Loeb, 2015; Guilfoyle, 2013; New Leaders for New 
Schools, 2010). 
 
Because principals work in a social context, using multi-rater feedback helps obtain a complete 
picture of a principal’s performance that might not be captured by a single assessment tool and 
adds insight into leadership actions not visible to the supervisor daily (Brown-Sims, 2010; 
Wallace Foundation, 2009; Catano & Stronge, 2007).   Clifford and Ross (2011), argued teachers 
who work within the conditions created by the principal provided valuable insight and feedback 
regarding the principal’s professional practice.  Moore (2009) claimed evaluating principals 
using 360-degree feedback could create a school culture where feedback would be sought to 
promote professional growth and emphasized feedback increased self-awareness, helped the 
principal to identify areas needing improvement, and increased validity of performance 
assessments.  Throughout much of the literature regarding principal evaluation, enhanced self-
awareness was considered both a need and a benefit and was gained through a comparison of 
others’ ratings and a self-rating such as the self-assessment that was included as part of a multi-
rater tool (e.g., Brown-Sims, 2010; Moore, 2009).  Additionally, Moore (2009) stressed the 
importance of the actions after feedback to support improvement of professional practice, such as 
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follow-up with a coach and the development of professional growth goals to address areas 
identified as needing improvement. 
 
 
Methodology 
This cross-sectional, comparative study examined relationships of principals’ self-assessment 
scores and certified staff assessment scores when grouped by the most recent state school 
accountability rating.  
 
Participants 
Participants in this study included principals and certified staff employed full- or part-time in one 
southern state from 635 public schools with grade levels subject to high stakes assessments 
during the academic school-year.  Principals with no self-assessment and/or certified staff scores 
were excluded from the study.  Additionally, principals with fewer than ten certified staff scores 
were excluded from the study to ensure the rating from a single certified staff member did not 
contribute more than ten percent of the principal’s certified staff score mean.  Of the 833 
principal records obtained from the state department of education, 180 records were excluded 
due to the lack of a self-assessment and/or a certified staff score.  Eighteen additional principals 
with fewer than 10 certified staff scores were also excluded from the study.  
 
Table 1 
Number and Percentage of Principals’ Records Included and Excluded, Grouped by 
Accountability Rating  
   
            
 
Included  Excluded  Total  
Total 
Excluded  
            
School 
Accountability 
           
Rating N  Percent   N  Percent  N  Percent 
            
A 60  9.4  17  8.6  77  22.1 
            
B 131  20.6  25  12.6  156  16.0 
            
C 214  33.7  56  28.3  270  20.7 
            
D 196  30.9  89  44.9  285  31.2 
            
F 34  5.4  11  5.6  45  24.4 
            
Total 635  100.0  198  100.0  833  23.8 
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Instruments 
The multi-rater tool used in this study was developed by state leaders and other educational 
stakeholders throughout the state to evaluate school administrators’ professional practices as part 
of the statewide principal evaluation system. This survey was aligned to specified state 
standards, adapted from the ISSLC Standards, and consisted of 30 indicators of leadership ability 
and practice grouped by leadership domains.  Using a Likert-type scale, respondents selected 
either 1 (unsatisfactory), 2 (emerging), 3 (effective), or 4 (distinguished) to represent the 
administrator’s level of functioning on each of the 30 indicators.  
 
During an administration window of December through January, principals completed a self-
assessment, and the body of certified staff completed the survey as well.  The certified staff 
responded anonymously, and the certified staff score was reported in aggregate.  The principal’s 
self-assessment score and the certified staff score were reported separately and contributed a 
portion toward the overall principal evaluation score. 
 
Procedures 
This study examined principal evaluation scores from a multi-rater survey to determine if a 
statistically significant difference existed between mean self-assessment scores of principals and 
assessment scores of their certified staff when grouped by school accountability rating.  Each 
principal’s overall score was calculated for each rater type, representing the average of the 
ratings on the 30 indicators, and these overall scores from the self-assessment and the certified 
staff were used in this study.   
 
Descriptive statistical analyses of raw data were conducted, including the mean, standard 
deviation, kurtosis values, and skewness values of the self-assessment and certified staff scores.  
Tests of assumptions were conducted, and due to the violation of assumptions necessary for 
parametric tests to be used, the research question was addressed using non-parametric statistics 
to test for significant differences between the self-assessment scores and certified staff scores by 
school accountability rating.  The critical p-value to determine significance was set at p < .05.  A 
Kruskal-Wallis test was conducted to test for statistically significant differences between 
principals’ self-assessment and certified staff scores when grouped by school accountability 
rating.  A post hoc procedure, the Dunn’s test, was calculated to determine where the significant 
differences existed.  Finally, Spearman’s correlation coefficients were calculated to determine if 
a relationship existed between self-assessment scores and certified staff scores within each 
accountability rating category, as well as the direction and magnitude of the relationship. 
 
Findings 
Based on student achievement results from the statewide assessment program and other outcome 
measues, schools were assigned a grade of A, B, C, D or F, with A being the highest and F being 
the lowest categorical rating.  Principals of schools with an accountability rating of A received 
the highest average scores in both self and certified staff rater types, and as the accountability 
rating decreased, the mean of the certified staff scores descriptively decreased.  Likewise, the 
self-assessment scores of principals descriptively decreased from the A accountability rating 
through the D rating; however, principals in schools that received F accountability ratings scored 
themselves slightly higher than those with school accountability ratings of C and D.  These data 
are grouped by accountability rating and reported by rater type in Table 2. 
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Table 2 
Descriptive Statistics for Multi-Rater Survey Scores Grouped by Accountability Rating 
  
Rater Type 
 
School 
Accountability 
Rating 
 
 Self  Certified Staff 
          
N Min. Max. M SD  Min. Max. M SD 
           
A 60 2.8 4.0 3.51 .38  2.4 3.9 3.54 .27 
           
B 131 2.0 4.0 3.44 .42  2.8 3.9 3.50 .25 
           
C 214 2.3 4.0 3.36 .41  2.1 4.0 3.36 .35 
           
D 196 2.0 4.0 3.30 .41  2.2 4.0 3.32 .34 
           
F 34 2.5 4.0 3.37 .44  2.1 4.0 3.19 .37 
           
Total 635 2.0 4.0 3.37 .42  2.1 4.0 3.39 .33 
           
 
Results from the Independent Samples Kruskal-Wallis test indicated that significant differences 
did exist within both categories of rater type, certified staff (p < .001) and self (p = .004) when 
grouped by accountability rating.  Calculated by rater type using a Bonferroni correction, the 
adjusted results of Dunn’s test suggested self-assessment scores of principals were only 
significant (p < .05) when comparing B and D ratings (p = .027) and A and D ratings (p = .009).  
Certified staff scores showed more significant differences (p < .05), indicating that the scores of 
certified staffs were different for principals when grouped by accountability rating, with only 
principals of schools with A and B ratings, C and D ratings, and D and F ratings showing 
nonsignificant findings.  These findings are presented in Table 3. 
 
Results, reported in Table 4, suggested statistically significant relationships in all accountability 
rating categories between principal self-assessment scores and their certified staff scores except 
schools rated A, and weak, positive correlations between rater types for all accountability rating 
categories. 
 
When considering results showing significant differences in ratings of the certified staff when 
grouped by the school’s accountability rating category and the significant relationships between 
rater types of principals in schools with accountability ratings B through F, the researcher 
determined that a difference did exist between principals and their certified staff when grouped 
by accountability rating. 
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Table 3 
Dunn’s Test Results for the Multi-Rater Scores of Certified Staff   
 
School 
Accountability 
Rating 
 
School 
Accountability 
Rating 
     
 
Test 
Statistic 
 
Std. 
Error 
 
Std. Test 
Statistic 
 
 
Sig. 
 
Adj. 
Sig.* 
       
A B 33.20 28.43 1.17 .243 1.000 
 C 111.01 26.64 4.17 <.001 <.001 
 D 133.13 26.91 4.95 <.001 <.001 
 F 206.64 39.15 5.28 <.001 <.001 
       
B C 77.81 20.23 3.85 <.001 .001 
 D 99.93 20.58 4.86 <.001 <.001 
 F 173.44 35.10 4.94 <.001 <.001 
       
C D 22.13 18.03 1.23 .220 1.000 
 F 95.63 33.67 2.84 .005 .045 
       
D F 73.51 33.88 2.17 .030 .300 
       
Asymptotic significances are displayed with p < .05. 
*Bonferroni correction applied.  
 
 
Table 4 
Spearman’s rs Correlation Coefficients for the Multi-Rater Survey Self and Certified Staff Scores 
Within Each Accountability Rating Category 
 
    
School 
Accountability 
Rating 
 
 
N 
 
 
rs 
 
 
Sig. 
    
A 60 .16 .215 
    
B 131 .18 .045 
    
C 214 .20 .003 
    
D 196 .20 .004 
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F 34 .36 .037 
    
Total 635 .23 <.001 
    
Discussion 
According to Kelleher (2016), school leaders’ thoughts, perceptions, and actions have an 
influence on the success of the schools and both the climate and culture, and student achievement 
continues to be a key component in how school leaders are judged.  This research examined self-
efficacy scores of school principals regarding effective leadership behaviors and ratings of their 
performance by certified staff members when grouped by school accountability rating.  Given 
the emphasis placed on student achievement levels as a measure of principal success, it was not 
surprising that principals of the highest performing schools received the highest scores from both 
self and certified staff, and certified staff ratings decreased with the school accountability level.  
Surprisingly, however, principals of the lowest performing schools rated themselves higher in 
leadership behaviors than did the principals of schools in the two performance levels above 
them.   
 
As principal evaluation continues to evolve into a comprehensive system capable of measuring a 
leader’s success based on the many facets of the job, it is imperative researchers develop 
multiple measures to effectively assess principals.  The body of research regarding principal 
evaluation evidences the need for effective principal evaluation systems, and the results 
presented in this study support using multi-rater feedback as a means to assess and improve 
principal performance.  Although the leadership survey used in this study was developed to 
closely align with leadership standards adopted by one state, the results of this study could assist 
other states in designing comprehensive principal evaluation systems.  Further, the study of the 
components of principal evaluation could be designed in such a way to explore how principal 
efficacy aligns with accountability ratings or labels in those states.  
 
Numerous factors contribute to student achievement scores.  Some are directly, or indirectly, 
impacted by the principal; however, many are beyond their influence.  Some of the most 
transformative leaders can neither overcome the environmental issues that contribute to low 
student achievement, nor shake the stigma associated with these scores.  Ensuring students have 
access to a quality education is a critical part of a principal’s responsibilities but should not be 
the sole measure of their success.  Researchers and policymakers must continue to work together 
to define principal effectiveness and develop assessments to accurately measure principal 
performance. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
The researchers recommend further study regarding validity and reliability of the inferences 
made from the multi-rater survey scores by including the supervisor component in future study.  
Research exploring reasons for anomalies, such as the self-assessment scores in this study for 
principals of schools with an accountability rating of F scoring themselves higher on average 
than principals in schools with C or D ratings, is suggested to identify causal factors.  Finally, 
further study regarding the inclusion of a multi-rater survey as part of a principal evaluation 
system, for both developmental and evaluative purposes, is recommended to support the 
inferences made from the scores. 
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The decision on how to protect the children and youth while at schools is a serious conversation 
with varying agreements on the best practices. Some feel that school personnel should not be 
trained nor expected to be able to react to an armed person while others believe that training of 
school personnel and allowing them to be armed will deter armed assailants in schools. 
Ultimately, each school board and district leadership need to choose an emergency safety plan 
that fits their community. The number of school shootings has brought emergency safety 
discussions to the forefront again. One school district, highlighted in this article, chose the 
implementation of a plan called the Guardian Plan. 
 
Background 
Allowing certain employees to be armed on January 30, 2014, Christoval ISD became the second 
school district in Texas to implement the Guardian Plan (Atterbury, 2013; Boardbook, 2013). 
The mass shootings in Aurora, Colorado and Newtown, Connecticut, (Barron, 2012; Washington 
Post, 2012) along with the U.S. statistic of 387 school shootings since 1992 (Stop the shootings, 
2014) prompted Christoval ISD leadership to consider arming designated personnel in the event 
of an active shooter event or other emergency situations that posed a direct threat of physical 
harm. Texas Penal Code 46.03(a)(1) provides school districts the ability to designate persons 
through written regulations or written authorization to carry guns (Texas Penal Code 46.03). 
 
What to Consider for Arming School Employees? 
The priority for making the decision to designate personnel to carry a gun was based on the 
safety of children and employees. In the event of an active shooter event, it is the duty of the 
school district to limit as many casualties as possible. The leadership at Christoval ISD felt that 
the current gun-free school zones utilizing lockdown procedures for armed intruders fell short in 
stopping the harm and death of multiple innocent lives. Past experiences with active shooter 
events reveal that when a threat is met with resistance, the situation ends abruptly (Active 
Shooter Defense Protocol, 2013). 
 
A model was analyzed to examine how civilians can be the resistance should there be an active 
shooter at Christoval ISD. The Guardian model was chosen because Guardians are civilians that 
possess highly developed skills acquired through specialized training. Guardians do not replace 
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law enforcement (LE) but are able to respond to a situation just as a citizen would if attacked or 
responding to another citizen in physical harm or danger. With the training that Guardians 
receive, they can act in a densely populated area such as a school that has a high concentration of 
innocent civilians. Regular Concealed Handgun License classes do not train for those types of 
scenarios (Texas Department of Public Safety, 2014). 
 
Reasons for Armed Faculty and Staff 
The Christoval ISD (CISD) leadership talked with Guardian, Supt. David Thweatt from Harrold 
ISD to determine the school district’s reasons for having armed faculty and staff when Harrold 
ISD became the first school district to arm personnel in Texas on August 15, 2008 (Goodwyn, 
2012; McKinley, 2008; Nichols, 2008). Thweatt cited reasons for the Guardian Program. First, 
specially trained faculty and staff in place is a huge deterrent for any would be assailants 
considering to inflict harm (Schmid, 2014). There are lower incidences of active shooter events 
in non-gun free zones or in areas that have armed security or uniformed police officers present 
(Active Shooter Defense Protocol, 2013). Second, there is no wait time of law enforcement for 
help when school personnel are armed. Many rural areas have wait times for law enforcement of 
10 to 30 minutes. This is not acceptable when there is a threat of harm.  CISD leadership met 
with its local law enforcement agency and inquired about the best-case scenario on response time 
(Schmid, 2014). Additionally, other first responders and Emergency Medical Service personnel 
will not enter a building until secured by law enforcement. This means that several minutes pass 
before victims can receive emergency care. Third, there are multiple armed individuals in place 
to protect children and employees. These individuals have specialized training, and they are as 
David Thweatt described, “peppered throughout the building like fire extinguishers” (Thweatt, 
2013). Guardians are present to stop and contain a threat before it can take any more lives. 
Fourth, armed Guardians are anonymous. Except for the board of trustees, key personnel, the 
Guardians themselves, and law enforcement, no one knows how many Guardians there are. In 
addition, the location of the Guardians isn’t disclosed to the public. This further strengthens the 
deterrence factor as potential attacker(s) would not know if he/she (they) would be immediately 
met with a dynamic force or not. An attacker(s) would not know the strength of force he (they) 
would be met with as opposed to a gun-free zone. This would always keep them guessing. 
Guardians do not stand out but blend in with the other faculty and staff (Schmid, 2014). 
 
Additional Advantages for Guardians 
There are additional advantages to having Guardians. Budget constraints made it impossible to 
hire enough school police officers. Local school personnel trained to be Guardians receive an 
annual stipend to supplement the purchase of a firearm, range ammunition for practicing, and 
defensive ammunition while carrying (Schmid, 2014). Therefore, more trained personnel beside 
school marshals may be used to protect the students and employees. Districts may only employ 
one School Marshal per 400 students in average daily attendance (ADA) per campus (TEC 
37.0811(a)). Furthermore, Guardians may carry a concealed firearm in the presence of students. 
School Marshals are restricted from carrying concealed firearms if their primary duties: “involve 
regular, direct contact with students, the marshal may not carry a concealed handgun but may 
possess a handgun on the physical premises of a school in a locked and secured safe” (TEC 
37.0811(d)). Additionally, the Texas Attorney General stated in his October 11, 2013 a legal 
opinion, “the Guardian Plan gives the school board broader discretion in defining the plan 
through written regulations; whereas the School Marshal Plan has very specific requirements and 
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constraints” (Abbott, 2013). Not having a firearm on the employee’s person delays response time 
or could even restrict the employee from having a chance to intervene in stopping an incident 
(Active Shooter Defense Protocol, 2013).  
 
Approach Taken for Implementation of the Guardian Plan 
The safety and facilities of Christoval ISD were evaluated by the Texas Association of School 
Administrators. This was followed by an evaluation of the safety plans and devices available at 
the schools. After these were discussed in executive session, a legal opinion was obtained for a 
policy on arming personnel. Next, an outside trainer was obtained after a determination of 
qualifications. A rubric was created and used by the CISD superintendent to screen potential 
outside trainers. The rubric considered someone: who had extensive knowledge and experience 
being in multiple gunfights including experiences involving an active shooter event; that was an 
experienced firearms trainer in the areas of civilian, LE, military, and private security; that had 
experience in the physical and psychological effects of being in a gunfight; one that used 
recognized tactics, skills, and techniques in the combat shooting industry; and one that had 
successful experience as serving as an expert witness and would serve as an expert witness for 
the Guardians and school district if needed in potential litigation following a shooting (Schmid, 
2014). The CISD selected Chuck Taylor of Chuck Taylor’s American Small Arms Academy® 
(CTASAA®) to train its Guardians. To be in compliance with Texas Penal Code 46.03(a)(1), 
resolutions and policies were ratified by the board of trustees (Boardbook, 2013). Policy CKC 
(LOCAL) was approved, which allowed for the designation of certain employees to be armed. In 
addition, Policy GKA (LOCAL) (now DH (Local) was approved which allows for the possession 
and display of prohibited weapons as permitted in CKC (LOCAL). In addition, employees that 
are not “Guardians” may possess firearms in their vehicles if properly secured or on school trips 
in school vehicles as long as students are not riding as passengers unless the employee is 
authorized under CKC (LOCAL). Lastly, a resolution passed authorizing Trustees at board 
meetings to be armed at board meetings.  
 
Training for the Guardian Plan 
During the first year of the Guardian Program, designated faculty and staff underwent five days 
of initial training and four additional days afterwards for handgun training. Training continues on 
at least an annual basis with a qualification at the end of the training. In addition to this 
qualification, at least two other qualification trainings are given during the year to ensure that 
employees maintain their level of skill. Long guns such as carbines, rifles, and shotguns require 
additional training days and a qualification for each type of firearm. 
 
The school district pays for the training and the cost of ammunition used during training. 
Guardians are trained to use handguns, carbines, rifles, and shotguns in scenarios involving some 
of the following: single and multiple targets, bystanders and moving bystanders, small targets or 
targets at distance, failures to stop, corners and barricades, dynamic entry, vehicles, hostage 
situations, tactical and speed reloads, and the various types of weapon malfunction clearing.  
Some of the trained skills and equipment are not disclosed in this article for security reasons. 
Guardians also receive medical orientations so that they can practice lifesaving skills including: 
critical blood loss, restricted airways, and tension pneumothorax.  
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Positive Byproducts of the Guardian Plan 
As a byproduct to the implementation of the Guardian Program three positive outcomes have 
occurred. There has been heightened law enforcement (LE) presence at our schools. The local 
sheriff has been supportive of the Guardian program, and this has created an opportunity for the 
school and the Sheriff’s office to enhance the working relationship with one another. Law 
enforcement are in our schools more and this acts as a deterrence while giving LE a better 
familiarization with the layout of our facilities. This clearer understanding by LE of the school 
facilities will allow them to move with more speed and mobility in the event of an active shooter 
event.  Additionally, the LE see our Guardians at least twice a week allowing both LE and 
Guardians to be able to identify one another quicker in the event of an emergency. Finally, the 
relationship between LE and students will break barriers down so that students will be more 
likely to share information to LE and school officials.   
 
Another positive outcome was that the District and Campuses’ Multi-Hazard Emergency 
Operation Plans were refined and improved. This was due to the lessons learned through various 
trainings, drills, and working in concert with LE and other first responders and emergency 
personnel. A most notable impact occurred when District personnel began attending trainings 
hosted by the Advanced Law Enforcement Rapid Response Training (ALERRT) Center and its 
sister organization the Texas School Safety Center (Walker, 2018).  Both are located at Texas 
State University in San Marcos, Texas. These two organizations collaborate very closely with the 
I Love U Guys Foundation® which developed the Standard Response Protocol™ (SRP™) (and 
now available the SRP Texas Edition™) and the Standard Reunification Method Version 2™ 
(SRM™) (I Love U Guys, 2018a; I Love U Guys, 2018b; Texas School Safety Center, 2018a). 
The SRP™ and SRM™ provide a uniform response for any emergency or incident including an 
accountability method in which to reunite students with families after an incident (I Love U 
Guys, 2018a; I Love U Guys, 2018b; Texas School Safety Center, 2018a; Texas School Safety 
Center, 2018b). Both SRP™ and SRM™ align with NIMS (National Incident Management 
System) requirements and FEMA (Federal Emergency Management Agency) recommendations 
(I Love U Guys, 2018a; Texas School Safety Center, 2018b). With the use of these protocols, 
first responders and the school community now all had one common language and one uniform 
action plan (Walker, 2018).  
 
Lastly, grants for emergency medical trauma gear were acquired and Guardian personnel 
received training on how to use the trauma gear (Boardbook, 2014). After the initial grant, 
additional medical trauma gear commonly known as individual first aid kits (IFAK’s) were 
purchased for all classrooms and district vehicles. All district personnel were training in the use 
of the IFAK’s. This training exceeds the training that school personnel receive in basic first-aid 
and CPR. Training includes the use of tourniquets and wound packing materials for critical blood 
loss, the use of a nasopharyngeal airway for a restricted airway, and the use of chest seals to 
prevent sucking chest wounds and tension pneumothorax (Walker, 2015). 
 
Conclusion 
The very topic of arming teachers and staff is controversial. However, every school district 
leadership and community needs to determine how to best protect their students and employees. 
Teachers act as In loco parentis (in place of a parent) while students at schools or under their 
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supervision at school functions. It should be the right of parents or their designees to be able to 
defend their children in an event of an armed intruder. In intruder lockdown trainings, faculty 
and staff are trained to avoid, deny, and defend. In the best case situation, teachers can avoid the 
situation by moving their children away from the threat. If the threat cannot be avoided, the next 
step is to deny them access to the children. If the threat cannot be denied access, then it is up to 
the faculty to defend the children and themselves. Christoval ISD determined that teachers acting 
as unarmed shields was an unrealistic approach to saving children. Campuses and personnel 
should have other means of defense that can be used before LE arrives at the crime scene. 
 
The Guardian Plan offers one solution that can be employed to stop a threat. It also allows for a 
great opportunity to build a working relationship with the local law enforcement. It is a deterrent 
that will hopefully never have to be used in any Texas school district, and if it is used, it will 
hopefully limit the number of innocent causalities.  
 
The legal opinion given by the Texas Attorney General on October 21, 2013, validates the use of 
Guardians when it reported that a person that is authorized to act as a Guardian may possess a 
concealed firearm at a school board meeting or at a school sporting or interscholastic (UIL) event 
on school property. The purpose of this article was to give a basic overview of what to consider 
when looking at a Guardian Plan and help school district leadership determine if it fits their 
emergency safety plan for students, school personnel, and community. 
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This study focused on three female superintendents from poverty and how they elevated out of 
poverty to become successful superintendents in their school districts and help students living 
in poverty.   
Background of the Problem. The United States Census Bureau (2014) reported there were 4.2 
million children under the age of 12, who live in poverty. The superintendent of schools, as 
Sampson and Davenport (2010) and Katz (2005) remarked, is the highest-ranking administrator 
to lead change. Out of the 76% of the female teacher pool, only 23% of the school 
superintendents were identified as female (U.S. Department of Education, 2014).  The problem 
is that there is little data on female superintendents who came from poverty and how they 
elevated to superintendent. The purpose of this study was to examine the lived experiences and 
leadership practices of female superintendents that came from a life of poverty to understand 
how they overcame a life in poverty and became a superintendent and how they address the 
needs of students who live in poverty in their school districts. This research is significant 
because only one study was found that focused on the female superintendent from poverty, 
Smith (2014), which identified three female superintendents who grew up in poverty.  
This study was guided by the intersectionality of feminist theory and poverty for a springboard 
of social justice which explains the lives that people live that are multilayered and derived from 
social relations and history (Association for Women’s Right and Development, 2004).   
Methodology 
The research design chosen for this dissertation was narrative non-fiction story method. This 
method was chosen because it allows the voice of the participants, as female superintendents, to 
express their lived experiences in their own words of growing up in poverty. The following 
research question guided this research: After transitioning through the stages of life, what are 
the lived experiences of female superintendents from poverty that enabled them to elevate out 
of poverty to lead a district with most of the students living in poverty?  The participants were 
chosen through a mutual contact and the snowball method. Hays and Singh (2012) clarified the 
snowball method as identifying a contact, asking them if they have knowledge of other 
participants thus allowing the first contact to help identify others. Each participant was a 
practicing female superintendent who had been raised in Texas in poverty. 
 Data Collection. Each interview lasted approximately 60 minutes. The researcher extracted 
information from each interview in an effort to expose what Creswell (2013) called epiphanies 
or turning points in the female superintendents’ life.  After each meeting, the interview notes 
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were transcribed and organized into private and personal stories that linked diverse events in 
their lives Polkinghorne (1998).  A digital recorder used to in this study was the Olympus VN-
7200 digital voice recorder. The NVivo 11 program was used to assist in the management of the 
qualitative data. Data analysis was conducted through the research conducted multiple readings 
of the data and then determining emergent themes from the readings.  The themes were 
compare across the interview stories. To provide for reliability and validity, the researcher used 
triangulation and rich, thick descriptions.  Additionally, the researcher shared the transcribed 
notes with the participants to ensure accuracy of their stories. 
Findings and Discussion 
Dr. R. is an African-American female who served as superintendent for District A for many 
years. In her district, Dr. R. was faced with more than 80% of her district claiming 
economically disadvantaged status.  As a child, Dr. R. did not know or believe that she lived in 
poverty. After her mother and father went their separate ways, she was given to her 
grandparents to raise at the age of sixteen months. She remembers living off the land for most 
of her food. Her grandfather had a fourth-grade education but her grandmother had made it 
through eighth-grade. Her grandmother was big on education. Clothing was a huge point of 
contention with Dr. R. as a teen, because her grandmother made all her clothing. This is when 
she knew things were different. In high school, she suffered through many occasions where she 
was teased because of body odor. Her grandmother taught her to use only talcum powder as 
deodorant which proved to be inefficient. There were many days where she had to endure 
hateful words, bullying and the teasing at the hands of her classmates. 
After completing high school, Dr. R. married at the age of eighteen but always knew that she 
would graduate from college. While problems began to drive a wedge between her and her 
husband, Dr. R. found a job at a daycare. The owners of the daycare noticed her and began to 
encourage her to go back to school. She obtained her bachelor’s degree and began her teaching 
career. Taking the advice of a professor, Dr. R. left her school district to take a job as principal.  
Dr. R. applied to three schools for a superintendent position and found success on her third 
attempt. 
Mrs. C. leads District B with more than 60% of her district in economically disadvantaged 
status. Growing up, she lived with her father, mother and siblings. Being the oldest of four 
children, Mrs. C. remembered more of the hard times than any of her siblings. Her family 
moved multiple times. When the family came to live with her grandparents, Mrs. C. had chores 
on the family farm. With living experiences so tough, and the constant moving around, Mrs. C. 
began to have gaps in her learning. “I remember having some very key teachers through my 
elementary grade years that were helpful.” Her parents were trying to get on their feet and her 
dad got some land and had a “Jim Walter’s house.” Tragedy would find the family. The very 
first day my mom went to work, our house burned down. The family moved back in with Mrs. 
C.’s grandparents again. The pain of losing her home, school and friends was something of a 
hardship for Mrs. C. but she survived it because of the support from her family and teachers. 
Her next hero was her homemaking teacher who exposed her to Future Homemakers of 
America. Teachers began to encourage her to attend college and her sights were set on majoring 
in fashion merchandising until she encountered a history teacher by the name of Mr. Holcomb. 
He encouraged her to be a teacher. She got a scholarship to help pay for college. She graduated 
college and became a teacher.  With the encouragement of her husband, Mrs. C. applied and 
received her first superintendent position.  
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Mrs. L. identified herself as having survived situational poverty. Mrs. L. was born into a loving 
home where her mother stayed home until the children were five and her father worked as a 
truck driver. Times were hard for the young family but love was an abundant emotion felt by all 
the children. Money was scarce and frivolous spending was not allowed. She dreamed of 
teaching so much that she was anxious to spend time in her grandfather’s Biology classroom in 
Palestine, where he taught for 43 years. She began to work at an early age and never looked 
back. Mrs. L. continued to work her way through college. Times were hard but in a different 
way. Mrs. L. felt the sting of being a female in a male dominated career. With grit and tenacity 
Mrs. L. achieve her life goals. As a female superintendent from poverty, Mrs. L. believes that 
she must serve all students in her community in the best way possible. 
Discussion 
Each participant began by telling the story of their family and the situations they lived through. 
All three participants had contact with their mother and father while growing up but were 
sincerely influenced by their grandparents in some way. As a child living in poverty, the 
education and attitude of family members played an important role in their lives. Dr. R. 
expressed gratitude for the upbringing that she received at the hands of her grandmother. Mrs. 
C. lived on and off with her grandparents but discussed the feeling of safety she experienced 
when living with them. Mrs. L. admired her grandfather and would often visit his classroom 
just to sit and watch the interaction between him and his students. As a child, the three female 
superintendents expressed, with the abundance of love given by the family that they did not 
realize that they were living in poverty. 
As teens, the influence of family members continued for all three. For Dr. R., the influence of 
her grandmother continued. Mrs. C. spoke of her father more because of the hardships that were 
happening during this time. Mrs. L. spoke of her mother being a big influence in her life at this 
point.  
As adults, in reflection, each female superintendent expressed that she would not be the person 
she was if she had not gone through those experiences in her life. All used the experiences that 
they lived through with family to not only become the best superintendent they could be but the 
best person they could be. 
The emergent themes that connected for all women to elevate out of poverty were positive 
relationships, love and care from individuals from schools and church, encouragement and help 
from others in their lives, and religion.  Their school experiences impacted their understanding 
and knowledge that their experiences had been different from many others in their classes.  
Additionally, two of the participants shared that their family did not have the knowledge to help 
them understand how to access college. 
All three participants shared that their life experiences gave them a unique perspective on how 
to help their students from poverty as well a working with their faculty to understand issues of 
poverty. They also found ways to encourage and educate families about access to college. 
Conclusions, Implications for Practice, and Recommendations 
The key conclusions from this study are the role of education, attitude of family members, 
positive relationships between key adults, and religion’s impact. The role that education and 
attitude of family members of children are significant in the development of the child in 
poverty. Positive relationships with key people are helpful to encourage the student from 
poverty to reach higher and dream bigger. Since teachers spend a large amount of time with 
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students daily, they can foster the concept of resiliency (Marapodi, 2001). All three female 
superintendents identified at least one person who made a difference in their life at different 
stages.The use of religion to remain focused on goals was a key aspect for them. Schieman 
(2011) pointed out that families living in poverty use religion to make major decisions in their 
lives. 
There are three salient points that guide the implications from the study. Family, key 
relationships and religion are the three main areas that provide support for students living in 
poverty. All three female superintendents identified a trusted individual who provided them 
with the support that they needed during pivotal points in their life as a child. The participants 
identified support systems that were available to them when they were advancing through life. 
All three female superintendents identified grandparents who were instrumental in their 
success. They all also identified at least one educator who provided them with the support they 
needed to hope for a better future. They identified religion as a source of support for them 
during some of the toughest times in their lives.  
Recommendations for future research could examine the male perspective on the effects of 
poverty and leadership, determine a larger sample of superintendents and their perspectives on 
how to impact education for poverty students, and explore the similarities and difference 
between gender of leaders’ and their actions related to rising from poverty. 
Recommendations for practice include having superintendents develop programs that allow 
parents the opportunity to attend classes on college and career preparation and require teachers 
provide students with numerous opportunities to experience different types of social and 
academic excursions that will broaden their horizons. Principal preparation programs and 
superintendent programs should include a cultural awareness component that require college 
students to immerse themselves in a day in the life of a poverty student. University preparation 
program should provide opportunities for parents to earn certifications for employment through 
their child’s school.  
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